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ABSTRACT
The changing nature of work, in conjunction with union power decline, has resulted in increasing
levels of job insecurity and precarious work among the global workforce (Benach et al., 2014;
Hoffman et al., 2020). Additionally, research has shown that older workers experience work
differently than younger workers (Ng & Feldman, 2012), and represent 44% of the workforce in
the United States (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020). The present study explores the extent to
which the confluence of precarious work and age creates a scenario where these workers respond
to job insecurity in ways which differ from what is typically depicted in models of job insecurity.
Data were collected from 460 working adults in the US (Age M=40.90, SD=10.29) and analyzed
using structural equation modeling. Results suggest that aspects of precarious work, specifically
vulnerability to mistreatment and uncontracted work, were indirectly related to several workrelated outcomes (i.e., job search behaviors, employee voice, well-being, and presenteeism) via
job insecurity. No support was found for second-stage moderation by age, but findings from
supplementary analyses suggested that age interacted with part-time work to predict
presenteeism, which refers to going to work while ill, with older full-time workers engaging in
presenteeism more often than older part-time workers. Together, this suggests that older workers
represent a heterogenous subgroup of workers, and the variability in their experiences merits
future research, with special regard for older workers in precarious work conditions. Theoretical
and practical implications are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Economic recessions, industrial restructuring, growing reliance on technology, and
increased globalization have dramatically changed the nature of work since the late 1970s
(Hoffman et al., 2020; Howard, 1995). Organizations have responded to these changes by
overhauling their structures via downsizing, mergers, or acquisitions (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002).
This has resulted in a marked decline in full-time, permanent jobs, and the rise of contingent,
part-time, or unregulated work arrangements which have been deemed “precarious”. Precarious
work refers to how one’s work is organized, especially with regard to wages and worker rights,
and is associated with a degree of risk or unpredictability. The rise of precarious work, in
conjunction with union power decline and organizational changes, has resulted in increasing
levels of job insecurity among the global workforce (Ahearn, 2015; Hartley et al., 1990; Sparks
et al., 2001; Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). Job insecurity is a perceptual phenomenon whereby
individuals perceive a threat to the continuity or stability of their job as they currently experience
it (Shoss, 2017).
Prior research has investigated the extent to which various objective characteristics of
work are related to job insecurity. In particular, those who are employed in blue-collar work,
part-time work, or with temporary contracts have been shown to perceive greater levels of job
insecurity in comparison to those in white-collar work, full-time workers, or those with
permanent contracts (Anderson & Pontusson, 2007; Keim et al., 2014; Silla et al., 2005).
However, the dichotomization of work characteristics in this way does not allow for a nuanced
examination of how the context of one’s work arrangement may foster the perception of job
insecurity. That is, meaningful variance in occupational status may be observed by
conceptualizing occupational status as a continuous variable, as opposed to categorical. The
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present study leverages a multidimensional view of precarious work to do this. The extent to
which different groups of workers perceive job insecurity may be more appropriately examined
by comparing the precariousness of their work.
Additionally, the world’s population and the collective workforce is aging. As is common
in other countries, the United States is seeing a demographic shift in the workforce, as 44% of
the employed persons in the US are over the age 45 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020; Poscia et
al., 2016). As a result of longer lifespans, workers need to remain in the workforce past
traditional retirement ages so that they may accumulate the funds necessary to support
themselves through retirement (Truxillo et al., 2015). However, approximately 30% of workers
with incomes below the poverty line are over the age of 45 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018),
and this segment of the workforce is less likely than wealthier older workers to have pension
coverage or access to healthcare benefits, and more likely to have lower levels of financial
literacy, rendering them ill-equipped to prepare for retirement (Brooks & Buckner, 1996;
Kijakazi, 2003; Lusardi & Mitchelli, 2007).
Older workers may find themselves employed in precarious positions, for example due to
age discrimination or a need to work past traditional retirement ages. Older workers also
experience work differently from younger workers. Due to age-based stereotypes (e.g., that older
workers are less motivated, and less willing to change), older workers are forced out of their
positions to make room for younger employees (Brewington & Nassar-McMillan, 2018;
Patrickson & Ranzijn, 2003). This is also true of older workers seeking bridge employment (i.e.,
when an older worker seeks a part-time job or temporary employment prior to full retirement;
(Wang et al., 2008), as an older worker with a history of involuntary turnover or retirement is
less likely to successfully find bridge employment (Dingemans et al., 2016).
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Therefore, the present study proposes that the confluence of precarious work and age
creates a scenario where these workers may be likely to respond to job insecurity in ways which
differ from the reactions that are typically depicted in models. Namely, I propose that those who
are employed in highly precarious work contexts will experience a high degree of job insecurity,
and that age will moderate their reactions to job insecurity via proactive coping, job preservation,
and stress mechanisms. Figure 1 shows a conceptual model of the present study.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the present study.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
The Rise of Precarious Work
Since the late 1970s, the nature of work has dramatically changed (Benach et al., 2014;
Howard, 1995). Changes have emerged as a result of worldwide economic recessions and a host
of technological, political, and economic factors (e.g., the decline of Keynesianism, and the rise
of neoliberalism; Palley, 2005) which have contributed to the decline of the standard
employment relationship (Benach et al., 2014). The standard employment relationship prior to
the 1970s was characterized by full-time, year-round, permanent employment with benefits, and
regulations against arbitrary dismissal (Benach et al., 2014; Hadden et al., 2007).
A new employment relationship has emerged from organizations responding to
globalization and technological changes with large-scale restructuring via downsizing, mergers,
and acquisitions, and increased focus on flexible production (Benach & Muntaner, 2007;
Kalleberg, 2009; Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). Increased focus on a flexible workforce is beneficial
for organizations, as this allows for firms to adapt to changing economic conditions and demands
by creating more nonstandard work arrangements (Kalleberg, 2009). This also benefits
organizations, as they are able to reduce labor costs (e.g., by eliminating benefits, outsourcing,
and/or paying low wages), thereby increasing the profit margins of the organization (Milberg et
al., 2007; von Hippel et al., 1997). This is beneficial for companies, because the cost of labor is
routinely recognized as the biggest corporate expense. According to the CNBC Global CFO
Council Survey, which surveys chief financial officers from some of the largest public and
private companies in the world (e.g., Adobe, Etsy, The Walt Disney Company, UPS), 85% of
CFOs based in North America cite the cost of labor as their biggest expense (Rosenbaum, 2019).
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Although these changes are beneficial for organizations, this is not necessarily the case
for the affected employees, as a notable consequence of increased labor market flexibility is the
decline of standard full-time, permanent jobs, and the proliferation of precarious work (i.e.,
atypical forms of employment such as temporary, contingent, part-time, or contract work;
Benach et al., 2014; Hadden et al., 2007; Kalleberg, 2009).
What is Precarious Work?
The concept of precarious work has emerged from sociological and public health
literatures. Though an official definition has not been decided upon, it has referred to
employment that is “uncertain, unpredictable, and risky from the point of view of the worker”
(Kalleberg, 2009), with other researchers referring to precarious work as characterized by “...the
lack of regulations that support the standard employment relationship, making workers more
vulnerable” (Benach & Muntaner, 2007). More recently, researchers have described precarious
work as a “multidimensional construct encompassing dimensions such as employment
insecurity, individualized bargaining relations between workers and employers, low wages and
economic deprivation, limited workplace rights and social protection, and powerlessness to
exercise workplace rights” (Benach et al., 2014; Vives et al., 2010).
Taken together, precarious work refers to how one’s work is organized, and is associated
with a degree of risk or unpredictability. Conceptualized multidimensionally, precarious work is
characterized by work temporariness, disempowerment, vulnerability, low wages, limited
workplace rights, and a limited ability to exercise these rights (Vives et al., 2010). Work
temporariness refers to the duration of work regarding either the length of employment contract
(i.e., temporary workers) or hours worked in a week (i.e., part-time work). Disempowerment
refers to the extent to which there are individual-level or collective-level bargaining
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opportunities over employment conditions or protections for one’s job, with the latter
representing more worker empowerment. Vulnerability refers to defenselessness against unfair
treatment and is thus focused on the power dynamics at work. In this way, “vulnerability” refers
to “vulnerability to mistreatment” specifically. Low wages, or economic deprivation, is
conceptualized as another dimension of precarious work, and refers to the extent to which one’s
wages are sufficient to cover basic needs and unexpected expenses. The fifth dimension of
precarious work describes the rights or benefits available to workers, such as a pension for old
age or disability, severance pay, unemployment compensation, and parental leave. The final
dimension of precarious work focuses on the ability of workers to exercise rights or access
benefits without obstacles, such as the ability to request days off for personal affairs when
needed, or to take vacations (Amable et al., 2006; Vives et al., 2010, 2015). Though there is a
considerable amount of conceptual overlap between several of these dimensions,
intercorrelations range from 0.106 to 0.357, with this latter correlation being the relationship
between vulnerability and the inability to exercise rights (Vives et al., 2010).
Work may be deemed as more precarious when workers are exposed to more of these
dimensions (Tompa et al., 2007). Thus, work precariousness may be conceptualized as a
continuum, with the standard employment relationship (i.e., permanent, high-paying jobs with
benefits and job security) at one end, and a high degree of work precariousness at the other
(Benach & Muntaner, 2007). By conceptualizing precarious work as a continuum rather than a
heterogeneous status, this will attenuate some of the conceptual muddiness in extant research that
examines the various dimensions of precarious work, such as prior research on temporary work.
That is, “temporary workers” (i.e., workers who hold temporary employment contracts or work
part time) is a heterogeneous characterization for one’s work arrangement. For example,
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professional consultants and part-time housekeepers may both be considered “temporary
workers”, yet the professional consultant has an above-average income, whereas the
housekeeper’s income is likely below-average. These workers are also likely to have different
benefits associated with their employment and have significant differences in the way that they
experience work stressors. By treating precarious work as a formative construct, researchers are
able to more appropriately compare groups of workers according to their degree of work
precariousness, as opposed to their employment status. Aspects of the professional consultant's
work arrangement may be deemed precarious, but their work as a whole is less precarious than
groups of workers whose work arrangement is characterized by temporariness, low wages,
limited workplace rights, and powerlessness to exercise those rights, such as a part-time
housekeeper (Benach & Muntaner, 2007).
Precarious Work and Job Insecurity
Job insecurity refers to a “perceived threat to the continuity and stability of employment
as it is currently experienced” (Shoss, 2017), and captures a worker’s anticipation or
visualization of future involuntary job loss. Large-scale reviews of job insecurity support the
relationship between job insecurity and a myriad of negative physical (e.g., heart disease,
increased blood pressure, musculoskeletal complications, sleep quality and quantity),
psychological (e.g., depression, anxiety, emotional exhaustion), and work-related (e.g.,
diminished job attitudes, poor performance) outcomes (Cheng & Chan, 2008; De Witte et al.,
2016; Sverke et al., 2002). Research has also suggested that the perceived threat of job loss has
consequences similar to job loss itself in terms of decrements to psychological health (Dekker &
Schaufeli, 1995).
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A number of researchers have suggested that the growth of precarious work arrangements
has contributed to rising levels of job insecurity among the global workforce (e.g., as employers
downsize and outsource labor; Benach et al., 2014), but empirical work on this topic is in its
infancy. It is important to note that just because a worker’s job is precarious or associated with
risk and unpredictability does not mean that the worker will necessarily experience job
insecurity. Because job insecurity is a subjective experience, the same situation may be
perceived differently by employees; workers may feel insecure in lieu of any objective threat, or
workers whose jobs are objectively at risk may feel secure, suggesting that job insecurity is not
perceived solely based on one’s objective employment status (De Witte & Näswall, 2003;
Klandermans et al., 2010; Klandermans & Van Vuuren, 1999; Sverke & Hellgren, 2002).
In fact, construct validation studies of the Employment Precariousness Scale (EMPRES;
Vives et al., 2010), a self-report measure assessing the contractual features and workplace power
relations experienced by workers, suggest that precarious employment is related to, yet
empirically distinct from job insecurity (r=0.097) and employment insecurity (r=0.135). Vives et
al. measured job insecurity using four items from the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire
(Kristensen et al., 2005), including “Are you worried about becoming unemployed?”, and was
rated on a 5-point scale from “To a very small extent” to “To a very large extent”. Employment
insecurity was measured with a single item (“Currently, are you worried you might be fired or
your contract not renewed?”) and rated on a 5-point scale from “Not at all” to “Very worried”
(Vives et al., 2010). Conceptually, this distinction suggests that the context of one’s work, and
the nature of their employment, are distinct from the affective reactions that individuals have to
their work.
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Beyond the validation of the EMPRES scale, extant research has focused on the effects of
precarious work on mental health, as a sociological determinant of health, or as a predictor of
occupational injury from a public health perspective. Results from a study carried out on a
representative wage-earning population living in Spain suggested that poor mental health was
positively related to work precariousness, even when adjusting for age, immigrant status,
educational attainment, and social class (Vives et al., 2013). Benavides et al. (2006) also found
that workers who were employed in more precarious positions (i.e., temporary, non-unionized)
were exposed to more hazardous conditions, and were at higher risks of occupational injuries
compared to workers employed in less precarious positions. Benach et al. (2014) reviewed the
historical, economic, and political factors that link precarious employment to various health
outcomes and found that precarious work was often associated with poor physical health, poor
mental health, and negative occupational health and safety outcomes (e.g., musculoskeletal
complaints). Together, these studies suggest that precarious employment can shape the way that
people experience work and navigate through work activities.
Some job insecurity research has investigated specific aspects of work precariousness,
but this body of research has not fully explored the extent to which precarious work may be a
precursor to the perception of job insecurity. The precariousness of one’s work can increase with
the number of dimensions that workers are exposed to, and extant job insecurity research has
examined select individual dimensions of precarious work as predictors of job insecurity, but not
the multidimensional conceptualization of precarious work. Specifically, the following sections
will discuss findings regarding the relationship between job insecurity and the following: work
temporariness, employee disempowerment and lack of ability to exercise rights, and
vulnerability.
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Temporariness
Job insecurity researchers have explored differences in the experience of job insecurity
between temporary and permanent workers. De Cuyper and De Witte (2007) argued that
permanent workers tend to have greater expectations of job security than temporary workers, and
they provided evidence to suggest that job insecurity led to negative outcomes when this
expectation was not fulfilled. From a psychological contract perspective, this is because
temporary workers are unlikely to believe that their employer offers opportunities for
advancement, safe working environments, participation in decision making, good pay, or job
security compared to those with permanent positions (Rousseau, 1989; Schalk et al., 2010).
Those who self-select into temporary work may not necessarily perceive job insecurity in the
same way or experience the negative psychological consequences of job insecurity to the extent
that permanent workers would, because job security is not necessarily assumed by temporary
workers (Bernhard-Oettel et al., 2005; Kinnunen & Nätti, 1994; Schalk et al., 2010). Temporary
work may be specifically sought by prospective employees, or it may be accepted out of
necessity.
Although permanent employees react more strongly when feeling insecure than
temporary employees, this does not preclude the latter group from perceiving job insecurity. In
fact, meta-analytic results suggest that temporary workers are more likely to be job-insecure than
permanent workers (Keim et al., 2014). Leveraging a taxonomy of temporary employees
developed by Marler et al. (1998), Silla et al. (2005) distinguished between four types of
temporary workers based on their preference for temporary work and skill level: “transitional”
workers have a high skill level and low preference for temporary work, “boundaryless workers”
have a high skill level and high preference for temporary work, “career temporary workers” have
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a low skill level and high preference for temporary work, and “traditional temporary workers”
have a low skill level and low preference for temporary work. When comparing the levels of job
insecurity among the four groups of temporary workers to those of permanent workers, Silla et
al. (2005) found that each of the four groups of temporary workers experienced a greater degree
of job insecurity than permanent workers. Overall, this suggests that even when workers prefer
temporary work over permanent work, they are more likely to perceive their job as insecure.
Workplace Rights and Disempowerment
Workplace rights and disempowerment, as they relate to job insecurity, have been studied
by examining union membership. Decreasing union power has been described as an antecedent
to the global rise in job insecurity (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Sverke et al., 2006). This is
because union membership represents a collective with greater organizational bargaining power
than individual workers have. Decreasing union power means that workers are more vulnerable
to organizational decisions which they have little power to fight (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt,
1984).
Indeed, research has suggested that the most important motive for workers to join unions
has been the belief that unions provide workers with financial, legal, and administrative support
or protection, if needed (Waddington & Hoffmann, 2000). For example, work characteristics
(e.g., schedules, wages, the procedure for requesting time off) are less likely to be favorable for
workers if they are unilaterally decided by the employer than if they are able to be negotiated by
unions (Amable et al., 2006). From this perspective, unions provide workers with institutional
protections for jobs, as well as added negotiating power with their employer. That is, unions
protect workers from arbitrary management decisions, and this has been shown to reduce
perceptions of job insecurity. Prior research has supported this, as Bender and Sloane (1999)

11

found that union membership reduced perceptions of job insecurity, especially among manual
workers (e.g., production or service operatives) compared to non-manual workers (e.g.,
technical, professional, administrative). Additionally, Anderson and Pontusson (2007)
investigated the effect of union presence on job insecurity. They found that union membership
was negatively related to workers’ estimation that they will lose their job in the future, across 15
different countries.
Other Research Relating Dimensions of Precarious Work to Job Insecurity
There are two remaining dimensions of precarious work which have been studied in
relation to job insecurity: low wages and vulnerability to mistreatment.
Pertaining to low wages as a dimension of precarious work, prior research on financial
insecurity has largely considered this to be a contextual moderator of the effect of job insecurity
on a variety of outcomes such as exhaustion (Jiang & Probst, 2017). Leveraging a multilevel
framework, Jiang and Probst (2017) found that country- and state-level income inequality
moderated the relationship between job insecurity and exhaustion. Their results found that a
greater degree of income inequality (i.e., the extent to which income is distributed unevenly
among members of a group, with some individuals having a very low income, and others having
a very high income) exacerbated the relationship between job insecurity and exhaustion across
two studies. This means that societal differences in income inequality can exacerbate the
negative effects of job insecurity.
Finally, vulnerability to mistreatment has not been directly examined as it relates to job
insecurity, but prior research has suggested that threats to one’s job may develop at an
interpersonal level by way of workplace bullying. In one study, Glambek et al. (2014) surveyed
Norwegian offshore workers with regard to their exposure to bullying behaviors, job insecurity,
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and intentions to leave at two different time points. They found that exposure to bullying
behavior was associated with greater perceptions of job insecurity and intention to leave one’s
job after a period of 6 months. To this end, the vulnerability to mistreatment that is associated
with precarious work may encourage or fail to protect employees from bullying.
Overall, prior researchers have examined job insecurity in light of several individual
dimensions of work precariousness, and have suggested that work temporariness,
disempowerment, and vulnerability to mistreatment are related to job insecurity. These studies
offer a limited categorical examination of job insecurity among different groups of workers (i.e.,
temporary employee or not; union member or not), but extant research has not examined the
relationship between multidimensional precarious work and job insecurity. Prior research has
also suggested that exposure to bullying, as a form of mistreatment, is also predictive of job
insecurity. Given that several dimensions of precarious work have been shown to be positively
related to job insecurity, it follows that workers who are exposed to more precarious aspects of
work should perceive a greater degree of job insecurity, but this has not yet been established
empirically.
By conceptualizing workplace precariousness as a multidimensional formative construct,
researchers may be able to capture a more nuanced view of the experiences of these workers and
the ways that the employment relationship shapes workplace experiences of job insecurity.
Specifically, the relationship between precarious work and job insecurity should be linear, such
that individuals who are exposed to additional dimensions of precarious work should perceive a
greater degree of job insecurity.
Continuing with the example of a part-time consultant and a part-time housekeeper, the
consultant is likely to have power over their work arrangement (e.g., by choosing the clients that

13

they consult for), access to employment benefits (i.e., paid vacations, paid sick leave), and the
ability to access these employment benefits without obstacles. Comparatively, a part-time
housekeeper is unlikely to have power over their work arrangements (e.g., they would be
assigned to clients), less access to employment benefits, and may experience obstacles to any
employment benefits they may have (e.g., pressure to work even when sick or injured). In this
case, though both workers are exposed to some dimensions of work precariousness (i.e.,
temporariness, vulnerability to mistreatment), the housekeeper’s work may be considered
significantly more precarious, because of the exposure to added dimensions of precarious work.
Because of this difference, it could be expected that both workers would perceive threats to their
work differently. The consultant should experience less job insecurity because of the assurances
afforded by their position with respect to the nature of their job (i.e., they have higher wages
which would allow them to weather financial difficulties more and paid sick leave would allow
them to go to the doctor when necessary), whereas the housekeeper does not have these same
assurances. By broadening a too-narrow focus on the psychological work environment and
experience of job insecurity, the present research seeks to provide a foundation for future studies
to more fully examine the experience of work precariousness.
Based on the aforementioned research on various dimensions of precarious work (i.e.,
temporariness, disempowerment, vulnerability, low wages, limited rights or benefits, and the
limited ability to exercise these rights), it seems reasonable to hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 1: Precarious work, measured multidimensionally, is expected to be
positively related to feelings of job insecurity.
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The Graying Workforce
At the same time as the rise of precarious work, the world’s population and collective
workforce is aging and becoming more age-diverse. As is common in other countries, the United
States is seeing a huge demographic shift in the workforce, as 44% of the employed persons in
the US are over the age 45 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020; Poscia et al., 2016). As a result of
longer lifespans, workers also need to remain in the workforce past traditional retirement ages, so
that they may accumulate the funds necessary to support themselves through retirement (Truxillo
et al., 2015).
Older workers may be employed in precarious positions for a variety of reasons. There is
a large literature on age-based stereotypes that shows that older workers are viewed as less
motivated, less willing to change, less healthy and less trusting compared to younger workers
(Ng & Feldman, 2012). Employers also conflate health and age when evaluating job
performance by assuming that older workers have health risks that would lead to increased
healthcare costs and absenteeism (Lahey, 2008). These stereotypes can impact an older worker’s
ability to keep their job and can also lead to prejudice and discrimination when trying to find
new work. For example, older workers are frequently forced out of their positions to make room
for younger employees (Brewington & Nassar-McMillan, 2018; Patrickson & Ranzijn, 2003),
and younger workers are preferred even when a job is low-status or low-wage (Abrams et al.,
2016). Further, older workers experience longer periods of joblessness than younger workers,
and if they do successfully regain employment, the job is likely to offer less pay, which impacts
future economic well-being and the ability to retire (Carrington, 2018; Chan & Stevens, 2001;
Couch et al., 2009; Swaim & Podgursky, 1991). This is also true of older workers seeking bridge
employment (i.e., when an older worker seeks a part-time job or temporary employment prior to
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full retirement; Wang et al., 2008), as an older worker with a history of involuntary turnover or
retirement is less likely to successfully find bridge employment (Dingemans et al., 2016).
Finally, older workers may have health concerns or caregiving responsibilities (i.e., childcare or
eldercare) that require them to seek employment that is flexible enough to accommodate those
needs. This can lead older workers to accept jobs that may be more precarious in nature,
compared to their younger counterparts (Klehe et al., 2012).
Job insecurity is inherently a perceptual phenomenon, and individuals may react
differently to the same threat. Age is particularly salient in this case, because older workers
experience work differently from younger workers (Bal et al., 2008; Taneva et al., 2016). Age
has also been shown to moderate the effects of stressors in general (Mayes et al., 1991; Shirom et
al., 2008). This is because timing likely matters in the experience of certain stressors (Elder,
1998). For example, career instability and job insecurity are seen as more normative earlier in
life, as opposed to midlife or when one approaches retirement. Older workers also have a much
shorter time horizon to save for retirement compared to younger workers, and the lack of
retirement savings may shape the way that older workers respond to perceived threats to their
employment. Older workers who are employed in less precarious positions may be more able to
financially prepare for retirement, so threats posed by job insecurity are attenuated. However,
there is reason to believe that older precarious workers will react differently to perceptions of job
insecurity compared to younger precarious workers. This is due to differences in proactive
coping, job preservation motivation, and stress-based mechanisms. The next section will provide
an overview of an integrative framework of job insecurity, including several mechanisms that
have been identified which link perceptions of job insecurity to outcomes.
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Responses to Job Insecurity
Integrating models of job insecurity into one overarching framework, Shoss (2017)
identified several mediating mechanisms which link perceptions of job insecurity to later
outcomes. The overarching processes are based on proactive coping, job preservation motivation,
stress-related, and social exchange-related mechanisms. Indeed, much research from the job
insecurity literature draws from appraisal and resource-based theories of stress (Hobfoll, 1989;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and from psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1989) to explain
how perceptions of job insecurity relate to various outcomes (e.g., well-being, attitudes,
workplace behavior, extraorganizational behavior), and there has been much support for these
relationships (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Sverke et al., 2002). However,
there has been comparatively less research regarding the proactive coping and job preservation
motivation mechanisms, which are likely to be important for modeling the experiences of older
job-insecure precarious workers. This is because these mechanisms offer specific behaviors that
older workers may engage in to reduce feelings of job insecurity.
Proactive Coping
Proactive coping describes a process by which individuals anticipate potential stressors,
and act in advance in order to prevent or offset the impact (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997).
Regarding the threat of job loss, those who perceive a high degree of job insecurity are likely to
cope by looking for another job or pursuing educational opportunities in order to enhance their
work qualifications (Klehe et al., 2013). In the following sections, I will discuss how job security
is related to each of these specific coping behaviors, the indirect effect that precarious work has
on them, and how age may shape these responses.
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Job Search. Prior research has suggested that workers may perceive future or current job
loss as a negative event but may also appraise it as an opportunity to explore other career options
(Eby & Buch, 1995; Jones, 1989). For example, Zikic and Richardson (2007) interviewed
workers who were laid-off and found that one of the dominant themes in responses was the
inclination for participants to view job loss as an opportunity for “reflection and selfexploration”, with other participants describing feeling trapped in a specific job prior to being
laid-off. This optimistic perspective on an otherwise highly negative event (i.e., since losing
one’s job is prescriptive of a loss in manifest benefits, such as pay; Jahoda, 1982) is indicative of
a high degree of career adaptability (Klehe et al., 2013). This reflects an employee’s resources
for managing present and impending work or career challenges (Savickas, 1997), and research
has suggested that workers with a high level of career adaptability are able to successfully cope
with forced or voluntary occupational or career demands (Savickas, 2005). However, research on
career adaptability has often focused on adolescents and younger workers, specifically regarding
the school-to-work transition, with little regard for later career transitions (Hartung et al., 2008;
Koen et al., 2012).
From a career perspective, much of the responsibility for managing careers is shifting
from employers to employees, due in part to the changing nature of the work relationship
described above, and the rise of boundaryless careers (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996). In light of
perceived threats to one’s job, workers may seek to prepare for the detrimental effects of future
job loss by engaging in job search behaviors so that they may proactively manage the threats
(e.g., networking; Klehe et al., 2012). That is, a looming career transition is likely to trigger
employees’ career adaptive behavioral responses, including job search.
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Klehe et al. (2011) examined job insecurity, career adaptability and turnover during
organizational downsizing, and found a nonsignificant relationship between job insecurity and
career exploration. They argued job insecurity is characterized by a high degree of perceived
powerlessness and an external locus of control, which reduces the worker’s likelihood of taking
action (Ashford et al., 1989; Kinnunen et al., 2011). However, specific events (e.g., downsizing)
represent acute threats, whereas precarious work represents a more chronic threat, and these
chronic threats may be associated with differential behavioral responses, but this has not yet been
tested empirically.
Research on career adaptability has often focused on adolescents and younger workers,
specifically regarding the school-to-work transition, with little regard for mid-career transitions
(Hartung et al., 2008; Koen et al., 2012). Extant research has suggested that the relationship
between career adaptability and job satisfaction is attenuated as workers age, because older
workers perceive a shorter time horizon, and fewer remaining opportunities at work (Zacher &
Griffin, 2015).
Zacher and Frese (2009) adapted the concept of future time perspective (i.e., how much
time individuals believe they have left in their future) to the work context, with regard to age, job
complexity, and job control (Carstensen, 2006). Occupational future time perspective was
conceptualized as being determined by the remaining opportunities and remaining time that
workers perceive in order to accomplish goals or enact plans, with these values expected to be
smaller among older workers compared to younger workers who are just starting their careers.
Results of a structural equation model suggested that the relationship between age and remaining
opportunities, as well as age and remaining time were robust and negative, with older workers
perceiving fewer of each (Zacher & Frese, 2009). However, this relationship was attenuated in
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older workers who had a high degree of job complexity and job control. That is, older workers
perceived more opportunities when in jobs which had more challenging or cognitively
demanding tasks and had more autonomy, which precarious workers are unlikely to be employed
in. Employers also see older workers with declining health as more of a liability than an asset, as
they are seen as less productive, which further limits the possibilities of these workers to find
gainful employment (Avolio & Waldman, 1994; Greller & Simpson, 1999; Ng & Feldman,
2008).
Finally, older precarious workers may simply not be able to afford to look to the future.
Proactive coping requires temporal, financial, and social resources (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1997),
and those with lower incomes may be less able to engage in proactive coping (Ouwehand et al.,
2009). The temporal resources required to proactively cope with job insecurity may also be
particularly difficult for older workers to access, because of the cognitive and physical declines
associated with age that can impact the ability to work, as well as familial responsibilities such as
eldercare or childcare (Verhaeghen & Salthouse, 1997). With more stressful living conditions
and more negative life events, they are less likely to have the resources required to concentrate
on future-oriented activities and maintain attention on the present (McLeod & Kessler, 1990;
Taylor & Seeman, 1999).
Hypothesis 2: Precarious work is expected to have a positive indirect effect on job
search behaviors, via job insecurity. The relationship between job insecurity and job
search behaviors is expected to be moderated by age, with older workers
performing fewer job search behaviors than younger workers.
Educational Opportunities. Prior research has suggested that employees with more
education tend to feel more secure in their jobs than those with less education (Schaufeli, 1992).
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Those who have received more education are more likely to feel that they will fare better on the
job market, and also tend to have greater expectations from their employer, for example
regarding pay (Bellou, 2009). Conversely, those with less education are less likely to have the
knowledge and skills to compete with those who have higher levels of education and are less
likely to feel that they have options in the labor market, rendering them more vulnerable to the
perception of job insecurity (Näswall & De Witte, 2003). As they experience greater perceptions
of job insecurity, they are likely to negatively evaluate their prospects of better or alternative
employment compared to those who have more bargaining power with employers (Berntson et
al., 2010; Hirschman, 1970).
As a way to increase their employability and the possibility of securing later employment,
job-insecure adults may pursue educational opportunities (Elman & O’Rand, 2002). In fact, there
has been a shift toward greater midlife educational participation as more nontraditionally aged
students enroll in higher education in greater numbers (National Center for Education Statistics,
2017), and common reasons for their return to school are often work-related or reflect a concern
for the labor market (Elman & O’Rand, 2002).
Though job-insecure people may also pursue educational opportunities in order to
increase their employability and the possibility of securing later employment, there are various
costs associated with going back to school to bolster skills that older precarious workers are
unlikely to be able to afford. For example, the costs of education are substantial by any metric
(i.e., time, money, lost alternative opportunities; Zemsky, 1998), and the economic deprivation
associated with precarious work suggests that precarious workers are less likely to be able to
afford educational pursuits or be able to lose other opportunities. Older workers are also likely to
have various caregiving responsibilities (e.g., childcare, eldercare) which would preclude them
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from committing to potentially several years’ worth of educational attainment (Hagelskamp et
al., 2013). Moreover, older adults who do go back to school are likely to stop taking classes due
to a number of issues including accessibility and transportation, health issues of themselves or
their family, or scheduling concerns (Scala, 1996).
Though not an enhancement to skills via formal education, workers may also directly
seek training and development from their employer in light of job insecurity as a way to invest in
their human capital (Bassanini, 2006; Kohlrausch & Rasner, 2014). Unfortunately, workers in
temporary or part-time positions, those with a lower education level, and older workers are
among the least likely to participate in training, and these descriptions triangulate directly on
older precarious workers (Albert et al., 2010; Fouarge et al., 2013; Ng & Feldman, 2012;
Sussman, 2002). On one hand, training opportunities are kept from older workers due to
stereotypes that older adults are untrainable, and this belief is so pervasive that even older adults
may rate younger adults as more trainable (Rosen & Jerdee, 1976; Taylor & Urwin, 2001). On
the other hand, older workers may self-select out of training opportunities due to selfconsciousness regarding their own declining cognitive abilities, or overconfidence in the
currency of their skills (Cully et al., 2000; Sturman, 2003; Verhaeghen & Salthouse, 1997). A
recent qualitative study of perceptions of job insecurity in the older precarious workers found
that participants were open to the idea of participating in training or development opportunities,
but only if offered by their organization. Gebben et al. (2019) interviewed 17 older workers
(aged 40+) who were employed, with their income hovering around the poverty line. The
majority of these workers had no benefits (e.g., health insurance, leave) and had no other source
of income. When asked if they would seek any type of training or development opportunities,
one participant responded that they "[To get promoted, I would only seek] their training that [my
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company] would offer. They would put me through a training program that they have at their
store,” and stated that they would not seek any external qualifications.
Despite findings suggesting that older adults would be open to participating in training,
ultimately training programs are often not designed with older workers in mind, as there is a
need to tailor the training design to allow for learning preferences of older employees regarding
training method, feedback, and use of technology (Armstrong Stassen & Templer, 2005;
Ravichandran et al., 2015). For example, research has suggested that older workers perform the
best when they are able to learn at their own pace, when they learn with similar-aged peers, and
when anxieties related to learning new content are addressed, but these considerations are often
not present in many training initiatives (Callahan et al., 2003; Yeatts et al., 2000).
Hypothesis 3: Precarious work is expected to have a positive indirect effect on the
pursuit of educational opportunities, via job insecurity. The relationship between
job insecurity and the pursuit of educational opportunities is expected to be
moderated by age, with older workers seeking fewer educational opportunities than
younger workers.
Job Preservation Motivation
Alternatively, job-insecure precarious workers may act in ways which they believe will
prevent job loss from occurring altogether. These behaviors may be either passive or active, as
workers may disengage in behaviors that would draw attention to themselves, or they may
engage in presenteeism by showing up to work even during times of poor health.
Overall, it is likely that job-insecure precarious workers will engage in these types of job
preservation behaviors in an attempt to “fly under the radar” (Shoss, 2017), because they may be
unable to maintain their job performance (e.g., due to health complications; Patrickson &
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Ranzijn, 2003), yet financial need, lack of alternative opportunities, and lack of retirement
savings prevent them from leaving their positions or risking negative appraisal (Patrickson &
Ranzijn, 2003).
Employee Voice. The concept of employee voice suggests that workers speak up in order
to change things rather than endure discontentment, and that employees vocalize these feelings in
attempts to bring about change in an organization (Hirschman, 1970). From this perspective,
voice may be conceptualized as an extra-role behavior which is meant to improve a worker’s
situation (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Sverke and Hellgren (2001) studied voice behaviors and
job insecurity in a downsizing organization and found that workers who were more job-insecure
disengaged from the downsizing process and protested the changes more than workers who
perceived their job to be secure.
However, an employee’s utilization of voice is also associated with a substantial amount
of risk when they are of low status or influence within an organization (Sverke & Hellgren,
2001). Older workers in general have a lower status than younger workers in terms of respect,
influence, and prestige (Youmans, 1971; Feinman & Coon, 1983; Cuddy & Fiske, 2002, Cuddy,
Norton & Fiske, 2005). The stereotype content model suggests that competence and warmth are
key dimensions which underlie stereotypes. Competence indicates the extent to which someone
is viewed as being capable, skillful, and competent, whereas warmth indicates that someone is
trustworthy, tolerant, friendly, and sincere (Fiske et al. 2002). Older workers are seen as having a
high degree of warmth, but low competence, whereas impoverished workers are seen as having
both low competence and low warmth. Stemming from the nature of these stereotypes, older
precarious workers are certainly expected to be viewed as having low levels of competence,
which prompts others to treat them as if they are incompetent (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002). People are
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less likely to engage in challenging conversations with older people and tend to devalue their
contributions (Rodin & Langer, 1980). To this end, job involvement and engagement have been
shown to decrease as workers experience ageism, irrespective of retirement intentions (Orpen,
1995; Bayl-Smith & Griffin, 2014).
Job insecurity represents a considerable threat to the benefits garnered from work (e.g.,
income), so when faced with the option of speaking out or keeping quiet, older precarious
workers will be more likely to make attempts to preserve their jobs, as opposed to taking the risk
of speaking out. They may also be more likely to be uncomfortable conveying information about
problems or issues to those above them and may thus choose to remain quiet (Milliken et al.,
2003). Workers are also less likely to draw attention to themselves by failing to alert the
organization to potential issues when they believe that speaking up will increase chances of job
loss (Schreurs et al., 2015).
Hypothesis 4: Precarious work is expected to have a negative indirect effect on
voice, via job insecurity. The relationship between job insecurity and voice is
expected to be moderated by age, with older workers engaging in voice less than
younger workers.
Presenteeism. In a similar vein, precarious workers are often employed in jobs which do
not offer health insurance, and jobs that are associated with greater physical labor requirements
(Lee et al., 2005; Marger, 1999). As these workers age, they are left vulnerable to injury or
illness as cognition and physical capabilities decline (Sallis, 2000; Verhaeghen & Salthouse,
1997). However, rather than withdrawing from the workforce in light of health decrements, jobinsecure precarious workers are more likely to engage in presenteeism by attending work while
ill (Aronsson et al., 2000; Miraglia & Johns, 2016). Unfortunately, prior research suggests that
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presenteeism is related to further health declines in terms of both mental and physical health
(Gustafsson & Marklund, 2011; Lu et al., 2013), and the jobs which they occupy are also the
least likely to provide access to fair sick pay policies and exert greater pressure to show up to
work (Aronsson & Gustafsson, 2005; Miraglia & Johns, 2016).
This has negative implications for both work performance and safety for this population,
as presenteeism is associated with incrementally more productivity loss than absenteeism
(Collins et al., 2005; Hemp, 2004), and more work errors and safety violations. Older workers in
general tend to exhibit safe workplace behaviors, and accidents which they are involved in tend
to be comparatively less severe than accidents which younger workers are involved in (Salminen,
2004). Research has suggested that those who experience job insecurity are less likely to comply
with the safety policies and procedures of their employer (Probst, 2002; Probst & Brubaker,
2001). However, as older precarious workers are unlikely to speak up in light of job insecurity,
they are also unlikely to request accommodations due to health decrements preventing them from
fulfilling the physical work demands of their job (Bohle et al., 2010; McDermott et al., 2010).
Rather, they are likely to carry on working as many hours as possible in order to maximize
earnings while they are still able. In fact, Gebben et al. (2019) interviewed older workers (N=17)
with low wages and few employment rights and found that over 90% of participants indicated
that they would engage in presenteeism to some extent. For example, one participant stated “I
always [go to work sick or injured]. Unless, the only reason I don't go to work is that I can't get
up”. Participants in this study also suggested that engaging in presenteeism is at least partially
motivated by economic or financial considerations, with another participant stating “The day you
miss work due to illness, that day you don't get paid. And you don’t want to get sick because we
know that we are not going to have a profit”.
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Hypothesis 5: Precarious work is expected to have a positive indirect effect on
presenteeism, via job insecurity. The relationship between job insecurity and
presenteeism is expected to be moderated by age, with older workers engaging in
presenteeism more than younger workers.
Exacerbated Strain Reactions
In general, job insecurity has been conceptualized as a stressor. This is because jobs
provide key resources which are required for one’s well-being, including identity, income, social
connection, and social status, and when these manifest resources are threatened, a worker is
likely to experience subsequent strain (Jahoda, 1982; Warr, 1987). Prior research suggests that
the perceived threat to one’s job may result in consequences as dire as actual job loss (Dekker &
Schaufeli, 1995; De Witte, 1999). Meta-analytic reviews also support the conceptualization of
job insecurity as a stressor which relates to subsequent distress and decrements in work-related
well-being (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Sverke et al., 2002).
Shoss (2017) also suggests that economic vulnerabilities shape worker reactions to job
insecurity. Economic vulnerabilities refer to worker concerns regarding their ability to replace
employment or income once it is lost (Berglund et al., 2014; Shoss, 2017). The threat of income
loss heightens the perceived threat of job loss, which exacerbates the stress-related reactions
(Richter et al., 2013). Workers who perceive fewer labor market alternatives are also likely to
experience heightened strain reactions to job insecurity (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). This is
particularly salient among the older precarious workers, who experience financial deprivation
due to low wages, and a lack of access to healthcare, paid leave, or childcare services (Heymann
et al., 2002).
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Job insecurity is inherently a perceptual phenomenon, and individuals can react
differently to the same threat. Life course perspectives suggest that timing matters in the
experience of certain stressors, such that career instability and job insecurity are seen as more
normal earlier in life, but that the same insecurity experienced in midlife or toward a more
traditional retirement age is incrementally more stressful (Elder, 1998). This is because workers
tend to have more nonwork responsibilities later in their careers (e.g., childcare and eldercare;
Burgard & Seelye, 2016). Recent research supports this, as Glavin (2015) found that health
decrements associated with job insecurity were lowest among young workers, compared to
middle-aged or older workers.
Earnings losses are also likely to last for a much longer time among older workers;
research regarding these losses suggests that even six years following initial job loss, older
workers who have been displaced can still expect to earn an average of 26% less than their
continuously-employed counterparts (Couch et al., 2009). These wage decrements have been
shown to have severe health consequences, such as a marked decline in physical functioning and
mental health (Gallo et al., 2000; Lusardi & Mitchell, 2011). Aging workers experiencing
negative health events will also see larger shares of retirement savings going toward healthcare
expenditures, due to rising healthcare costs (Kim & Lyons, 2008).
Precarious workers often hold positions that are already associated with poorer working
conditions (Heymann et al., 2002) and more injuries (Scherzer et al., 2005), and this is
particularly worrisome for older workers who are subjected to negative age-based stereotypes
and pushed out of the workforce, yet do not have the financial literacy or capital in order to
withdraw from the workforce via retirement (Lahey, 2008; Lusardi & Mitchell, 2014).
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Hypothesis 6: Precarious work is expected to have a negative indirect effect on wellbeing, via job insecurity. The relationship between job insecurity and well-being is
expected to be moderated by age, with older workers experiencing greater
decrements to well-being compared to younger workers.
The present study seeks to investigate the way that precarious work and age impact the
perception of, and response to, job insecurity. Specifically, this study will leverage the
multidimensional conceptualization of precarious work found in the public health and
sociological literature and will apply it to the investigation of job insecurity and various workrelated outcomes. Second, this study proposes that age may shape the experiences of jobinsecure workers, in that older workers may respond to job insecurity in ways that differ from
their younger counterparts because of a reduced time horizon. For examples, younger workers
have more time available to them to make career transitions and reduce the perception of threats
to their job, whereas older workers do not have this time available to them and may instead make
attempts to preserve their job as it is.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD
Participants and Procedure
This study used data collected from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). I conducted an
a priori power analysis using the Chi-square likelihood-ratio to detect model misspecification
(Satorra & Saris, 1985), which was implemented in WebPower (Zhang & Yuan, 2018). I set the
power (1- β) set at .80, ɑ to .05, and effect size to 0.50. The effect size was set to 0.50 because
there has been no known prior research on the effects of precarious work on the psychological
constructs mentioned in this study. Further, Lipsey and Wilson (1993) performed a meta-analysis
of 302 meta-analyses which included over 10,000 individual studies measuring psychological
effects and found that the average effect size was 0.50. Finally, the degrees of freedom for the
chi-square test were calculated by subtracting the sum of the unknown parameters (i.e., free
loadings, error variances, factor covariances) from the known parameters. The known parameters
were calculated using the number of covariances. Together, this method suggested that a sample
of 367 should be used to test the hypotheses.
To ensure that the participants from MTurk would be representative of a working
population in the United States, and to ensure the quality of the data, participants were only
allowed to partake in the survey if they met a number of criteria. Participants were required to be
at least 18 years of age, employed at least part time in at least one job outside of MTurk, hold the
qualification of an MTurk Master (i.e., an MTurk worker who has been identified as a high
performer), have an approval rating greater than 95% (this represents the proportion of tasks that
the worker has successfully completed on MTurk), and located within the United States. Data
were collected continuously between August 2020 and November 2020.
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A total of 785 survey responses were recorded. Of these, 518 participants successfully
completed the survey, and a further 58 responses were filtered out based on failed attention
checks, for a final sample of 460 participants. The average age of participants was 40.90
(SD=10.29), and the sample was 50.60% men (49.10% women, 0.20% non-binary). 85.60% of
the sample was white (9.10% Asian; 6.90% Black; 0.90% American Indian or Alaska Native;
0.90% Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander; 0.60% Middle Eastern or North African), and 3.40%
of the sample identified as multi-racial. Regardless of race, 9.50% identified as Hispanic.
Participants reported an average of 15.26 (SD=2.94) years of education, and the majority
held a bachelor’s degree (42.7%). The majority of participants were either single and have never
been married (45%), married (43.50%), or divorced (9.70%), and had 0 dependents (60.10%),
with 24.50% of participants having two or more dependents. 76.10% of participants indicated
that they would likely have familial support if needed, such as financial support.
The majority of participants held one primary job in addition to MTurk (92.2%), and
84.90% work full-time, with an average of 39.66 (SD=8.40) hours worked per week. The
majority held a work contract (59.5%), such as an indefinite contract, interim contract, temporary
contract, or an internship/training contract. Participants worked in the following industries: retail,
wholesale and distribution (22.40%), software or IT services (15.10%), manufacturing (10.30%),
education (9.90%), banking and financial services (9.50%), government or non-profit (9.10%),
healthcare (9.10%), media and entertainment (8.00%), and food and beverage (6.70%).
Among part-time workers, the majority of participants worked in retail, wholesale and
distribution (20%), food and beverage (15.70%), education (14.30%), and media and
entertainment (12.90%). Full-time workers also reported working mainly in retail, wholesale and
distribution (22.80%), software and IT services (16.80%), manufacturing (10.90%), and banking
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and financial services (10.20%). Overall, the food and beverage and retail industries employed
the highest concentration of part-time workers (35.50%), whereas the software and IT services
industry employed the highest concentration of full-time workers (94.3%). 98.10% of
participants indicated that they were fluent or native English speakers.
The majority of participants indicated that they did not perceive any changes to their job
security since January 2020 (58.4%) or since the COVID-19 pandemic (56%). Regarding
perceived changes to their job security since January 2020 or perceived changes since the
COVID-19 pandemic, 12.5% of participants indicated that their job security changed either
moderately or to a great extent.
Measures
Precarious Work
To assess precarious work, the revised Employment Precariousness Scale (EMPRES;
Vives et al., 2010, 2015) was used. This scale encompassed six dimensions: temporariness,
disempowerment (α = 0.58), vulnerability (α = 0.84), poor wages (α = 0.80), rights (α = 0.83),
and the inability to exercise rights (α = 0.93). A total of 26 items were used to assess precarious
work. See Appendix B for a full list of items.
Job Insecurity
To assess job insecurity, the 4-item Job Security Scale (Vander Elst et al., 2014) was
used. A sample item is “Chances are, I will soon lose my job”. Participants were asked to
respond to each of the items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5
(“strongly agree”), α=0.91.
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To account for potential changes in job insecurity due to the COVID-19 pandemic, three
items were added for participants to indicate these changes. See Appendix B for a full list of
items.
Job Search
To assess job search, Blau’s (1994) two-dimensional measure of job search behaviors
was used (α=0.92). This is a 12-item scale, with 6 items assessing preparatory job search
behaviors (e.g., “Prepared or revised your resume”), and 6 items assessing active job search
behaviors (e.g., “Filled out a job application”). Participants were asked to indicate the frequency
with which they engaged in each behavior within the last 6 months on a 5-point scale, where 1
indicates Never (0 times), 2 indicates Rarely (1 or 2 times), 3 indicates Occasionally (3-5 times),
4 indicates Frequently (6-9 times), and 5 indicates Very Frequently (at least 10 times). These
scale anchors are as they appeared in Blau’s (1994) study.
Pursuit of Educational Opportunities
In line with prior research on the pursuit of work-related education and training among
adult workers (i.e., Elman & O’Rand, 2002), this was measured as the participation in one or
more of the following activities: pre-credentialing basic skills classes (to improve
reading/writing skills or a high school equivalency), college or university programs leading to a
degree, vocational programs leading toward a diploma or certificate, and an apprenticeship
program leading to journeyman status in a skilled craft or trade.
Presenteeism
Presenteeism was measured two ways. The first method was with a single item developed
by Aronsson et al. (2000) (“Has it happened over the previous 6 months that you have gone to
work despite feeling that you should have taken sick leave due to your state of health?”) on a 4-
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point scale ranging from 1 (“No, never”) to 4 (“Yes, more than 5 times”). The second method
was with a self-report of the number of days the participant had attended work while ill over a
period of time (“How many days did you go to work in the past 6 months even though you were
sick or not feeling well”; Johns, 2011).
Voice
Voice was measured using Leck and Saunders’s (1992) employee voice scale. This is an
8-item scale, and a sample item includes “Discuss your suggestions and concerns with your
boss”. Participants were asked to respond to each of the items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”), α=0.84.
Well-being
Well-being was measured using Van Katwyk et al.’s (2000) Job-Related Affective WellBeing Scale (JAWS). This scale asks participants to describe different emotions that a job can
make one feel, and the 20-item short scale was used. Participants responded to each emotion
based on how often they have experienced each emotion at work over the past 30 days using a 5point scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“extremely often”). A sample item is “My job made
me feel disgusted”, α=0.95.
Demographic Variables and Controls
Demographic variables that were collected include age, race, ethnicity, gender, education
(measured in years of schooling completed as well as degree), and the average number of hours
worked per week.
Additionally, a single item was used to measure self-rated health. This is because aging is
associated with relative physiological decrements (Sallis, 2000).

34

Finally, the Financial Preparation for Retirement scale financial preparation for
retirement (Ross & Wills, 2009) was used to measure retirement preparation (α=0.89).
Theoretically, a participant may be precariously employed, but may have relevant circumstances
that would prevent them from perceiving job insecurity. For example, if a worker has saved for
their entire life, or invested wisely, they are more likely to be able to weather financial hardships
compared to others who have not.

35

CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Prior to running the main analyses, I generated descriptive statistics and correlations for
each variable that would be included in later analyses. Job insecurity was moderately related to
both vulnerability to mistreatment (r=.50, p<.001) and poor wages (r=.46, p<.001). Vulnerability
to mistreatment was also very strongly related to well-being (r=-.74, p<.001). Age did not appear
to be strongly related to any of the substantive variables in this study, with the strongest relation
being to poor wages (r=.14, p=.004). See Table 1. All primary analyses were done using Mplus
8.3 (Muthen & Muthen, 2017).
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs) and Outcome Structure
To verify the structure of each of the outcomes, I conducted a series of CFAs for each of
the reflective latent constructs. Beginning with job insecurity, measured by the 4-item Vander
Elst et al., (2014) scale, the measurement model containing all four items showed overall decent
fit (χ2(2)=19.29, RMSEA=.14, CFI=.99, SRMR=.02). However, keeping in mind that these data
were collected during a global pandemic, I specified the measurement model again, controlling
for perceived changes to job security since January 2020, and perceived changes to job security
since the COVID-19 pandemic. The resultant model displayed better fit (χ2(8)=29.09,
RMSEA=.08, CFI=.99, SRMR=.02), with perceived changes to job security since January of
2020 (b=.24, SE=.10, p=.02) and the COVID-19 pandemic (b=.36, SE=.10, p<.001) both being
significantly related to job insecurity. Further analyses will control for these effects on job
insecurity.
With regard to job search behaviors, measured using Blau’s (1994) 12-item, twodimensional measure of job search behaviors (i.e., preparatory job search behaviors and active
job search behaviors), I first specified the measurement model as one dimension which resulted
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in poor fit (χ2(54)=739.71, RMSEA=.17, CFI=.82, SRMR=.07). I then specified the
measurement model with the two separate dimensions, and the fit indices for the resultant model
were also poor (χ2(53)=702.12, RMSEA=.16, CFI=.83, SRMR=.07). Results of a Vuong test of
non-nested models suggested that the first, one-dimensional, model of job search behaviors was
preferred (V=0.73, p=.47). The one-dimensional scale as a whole also displayed good internal
consistency (α=.92). Controlling for perceived changes to job security also showed relatively
poor fit (χ2(76)=822.34, RMSEA=.15, CFI=.81, SRMR=.07), and interestingly perceived
changes to job security since January 2020 was not significantly related to job search behaviors
(b=0.04, SE=0.07, p=.58), but perceived changes since the COVID-19 pandemic was (b=0.22,
SE=.07, p=.001) significantly related to job search behaviors. All further analyses controlled for
this effect on job search behaviors.
I measured employee voice using Leck and Saunders’s (1992) 5-item scale. The base
measurement model displayed poor fit (χ2(5)=230.42, RMSEA=.31, CFI=.82, SRMR=.09), but
again showed good internal consistency (α=.84). Controlling for the effects of perceived changes
to job security improved the fit indices (χ2(13)=239.23, RMSEA=.19, CFI=.82, SRMR=.08),
though neither perceived changes since January 2020 (b=-0.04, SE=0.06, p=.55) nor since the
COVID-19 pandemic (b=-0.04, SE=0.06, p=.54) was significantly related to voice. All further
analyses controlled for the effects of perceived changes to job security on voice to maintain
consistency.
Finally, I measured well-being using Van Katwyk et al.’s (2000) 20-item job-related
affective well-being scale. The base measurement model displayed poor fit overall
(χ2(170)=3308.32, RMSEA=.20, CFI=.62, SRMR=.15), but the measure had good internal
consistency (α=.95). Again, controlling for the effects of perceived changes to job security
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slightly improved the fit indices (χ2(208)=3376.38, RMSEA=.18, CFI=.62, SRMR=.14).
Perceived changes to job security since January 2020 was significantly related to well-being (b=0.23, SE=.10, p=.02), but perceived changes since the COVID-19 pandemic was not (b=-0.04,
SE=.09, p=.64) related to well-being. Further analyses controlled for the effects of perceived
changes to job security to maintain consistency.
The other hypothesized outcomes were the pursuit of educational opportunities and
presenteeism. The pursuit of educational opportunities was assessed using a single item used by
Elman and O’Rand (2002), and asked participants to indicate if they were involved in one or
more of the following activities: pre-credentialing basic skills classes (to improve
reading/writing skills or a high school equivalency), college or university programs leading to a
degree, vocational programs leading toward a diploma or certificate, and an apprenticeship
program leading to journeyman status in a skilled craft or trade. The vast majority of participants
(85.80%) indicated that they were not engaged in any of these activities, so this outcome was
dichotomized as whether or not participants were engaged in any educational opportunities.
Presenteeism was assessed using two separate items. One item was a self-report of the
number of days the participant had attended work while ill over a period of time (i.e., “How
many days did you go to work in the past 6 months even though you were sick or not feeling
well”; Johns, 2011). After looking at the frequencies of responses for this item, I discovered that
the majority of participants indicated that they had not engaged in presenteeism at all (54.5%),
and multiple participants (n=19) indicated that they engaged in presenteeism for at least 30 days,
up to 180 days (i.e., every day for 6 months). The intention for this item was to assess whether or
not participants engaged in presenteeism while feeling acutely under the weather (e.g., with the
common cold or the flu), rather than chronic or otherwise long-term illnesses (e.g., cancer,
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diabetes). Thus, all analyses were performed using the other item, which was a single item used
by Aronsson et al. (2019) (“Has it happened over the previous 6 months that you have gone to
work despite feeling that you should have taken sick leave due to your state of health?”), and
participants responded using a 4-point frequency scale. As before, all analyses were done
controlling for the effects of the COVID items.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations of all study variables.
M (SD)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Variable
1. FPR
2.22 (0.75)
(0.89)
2. JSC Jan
1.82 (1.20)
-0.02
3. JSC COVID
1.88 (1.24)
0.01
0.92**
4. Health
3.91 (0.77)
0.12*
-0.16**
-0.13**
5. Age
40.90 (10.29)
0.26**
-0.02
0.01
-0.06
6. Gender
0.50 (.51)
0.01
0.03
0.03
-0.02
0.20**
7. Education
15.26 (2.94)
0.20**
-0.05
-0.04
0.00
0.06
0.08
8. Degree
4.26 (1.23)
0.24**
-0.03
-0.03
0.04
-0.04
0.00
0.61**
9. Part-time Work
0.15 (0.36)
-0.10**
0.10*
0.10*
-0.14**
0.12**
0.20**
-0.11**
10. Work Contract
0.60 (0.49)
0.08
-0.05
-0.08
0.03
-0.17**
-0.05
0.12**
11. Disemp.
2.46 (1.02)
-0.12
0.08
0.11
-0.02
-0.01
0.02
-0.22**
12. Vulnerability
1.92 (0.77)
-0.06
0.27**
0.28**
-0.26**
-0.03
0.01
-0.14**
13. Poor Wages
2.39 (0.97)
-0.32**
0.30**
0.30**
-0.29**
0.14**
0.24**
-0.19**
14. Rights
0.52 (0.35)
-0.29**
0.18**
0.14**
-0.20**
0.06
0.05
-0.22**
15. Ex. Rights
2.55 (1.06)
-0.28**
0.16**
0.18**
-0.13**
-0.16**
-0.04
-0.17**
16. Job Insecurity
1.93 (0.91)
-0.11*
0.59**
0.60**
-0.31**
0.04
0.05
-0.08
17. JSB
1.41 (0.60)
0.15**
0.40**
0.43**
-0.14**
-0.07
0.08
-0.03
18. Voice
2.63 (0.90)
0.30**
-0.17**
-0.17**
0.20**
0.08
0.05
0.15**
19. Well-being
3.36 (0.77)
0.21**
-0.36**
-0.34**
0.33**
0.03
-0.03
0.13**
20. Educ. Opp
0.14 (0.35)
0.01
0.14**
0.15**
-0.06
-0.14**
-0.01
-0.01
21. Presenteeism
1.63 (0.90)
-0.04
0.21**
0.21**
-0.19**
0.02
0.09
-0.04
Note. N=460. α in the diagonal where applicable. M (SD) = Mean (Standard Deviation). FPR = Financial preparation for retirement.
JSC Jan = Job Security Changes since January 2020. JSC COVID = Job Security changes since COVID-19. Disemp =
Disempowerment. JSB = Job Search Behavior. Educ. Opp = Educational Opportunities. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.
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M (SD)
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
Variable
1. FPR
2.22 (0.75)
2. JSC Jan
1.82 (1.20)
3. JSC COVID
1.88 (1.24)
4. Health
3.91 (0.77)
5. Age
40.90 (10.29)
6. Gender
0.50 (.51)
7. Education
15.26 (2.94)
8. Degree
4.26 (1.23)
9. Part-time Work
0.15 (0.36)
-0.08
10. Work Contract
0.60 (0.49)
0.12**
-0.17**
11. Disemp.
2.46 (1.02)
-0.20**
0.01
-0.04
(0.58)
12. Vulnerability
1.92 (0.77)
-0.12*
-0.06
-0.07
0.41**
(0.84)
13. Poor Wages
2.39 (0.97)
-0.21***
0.27**
-0.112*
0.28**
0.35**
(0.80)
14. Rights
0.52 (0.35)
-0.14*
0.45***
-0.31**
0.03
0.15*
0.49**
(0.83)
15. Ex. Rights
2.55 (1.06)
-0.21**
0.01
-0.10*
0.41**
0.49**
0.38**
0.30**
16. Job Insecurity
1.93 (0.91)
0.00
0.12*
-0.18***
0.22**
0.50***
0.46***
0.32**
17. JSB
1.41 (0.60)
0.01
0.03
-0.05
0.03
0.36**
0.26**
0.03
18. Voice
2.63 (0.90)
0.10*
-0.04
0.13**
-0.36**
-0.31**
-0.31**
-0.32**
19. Well-being
3.36 (0.77)
0.10*
0.03
0.12*
-0.37**
-0.74***
-0.50**
-0.23**
20. Educ. Opp
0.14 (0.35)
0.06
-0.02
0.10*
-0.05
0.05
0.06
-0.10
21. Presenteeism
1.63 (0.90)
-0.05
0.02
-0.05
0.16*
0.33**
0.30**
0.01
Note. N=460. α in the diagonal where applicable. M (SD) = Mean (Standard Deviation). FPR = Financial preparation for retirement.
JSC Jan = Job Security Changes since January 2020. JSC COVID = Job Security changes since COVID-19. Disemp =
Disempowerment. Ex. Rights = Inability to exercise rights. JSB = Job Search Behavior. Educ. Opp = Educational Opportunities. *
p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.
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M (SD)
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
Variable
1. FPR
2.22 (0.75)
2. JSC Jan
1.82 (1.20)
3. JSC COVID
1.88 (1.24)
4. Health
3.91 (0.77)
5. Age
40.90 (10.29)
6. Gender
0.50 (.51)
7. Education
15.26 (2.94)
8. Degree
4.26 (1.23)
9. Part-time Work
0.15 (0.36)
10. Work Contract
0.60 (0.49)
11. Disemp.
2.46 (1.02)
12. Vulnerability
1.92 (0.77)
13. Poor Wages
2.39 (0.97)
14. Rights
0.52 (0.35)
15. Ex. Rights
2.55 (1.06)
(0.93)
16. Job Insecurity
1.93 (0.91)
0.38**
(0.91)
17. JSB
1.41 (0.60)
0.16**
0.39**
(0.92)
18. Voice
2.63 (0.90)
-0.37**
-0.34**
-0.04
(0.84)
19. Well-being
3.36 (0.77)
-0.44**
-0.60**
-0.33**
0.53**
(0.95)
20. Educ. Opp
0.14 (0.35)
0.07
0.09*
0.28**
-0.01
-0.10*
21. Presenteeism
1.63 (0.90)
0.23**
0.25**
0.17**
-0.15**
-0.33**
0.15*** Note. N=460. α in the diagonal where applicable. M (SD) = Mean (Standard Deviation). FPR = Financial preparation for retirement.
JSC Jan = Job Security Changes since January 2020. JSC COVID = Job Security changes since COVID-19. Disemp =
Disempowerment. Ex. Rights = Inability to exercise rights. JSB = Job Search Behavior. Educ. Opp = Educational Opportunities. *
p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.
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Precarious Work Factor Structure
Before testing the hypotheses, I checked the dimensions of precarious work. Because
precarious work is conceptualized as a formative construct, it is not appropriate to evaluate the
internal consistency of the measure as a whole. However, I did examine each dimension
individually.
Starting with vulnerability, this scale had 7 items, one of which was reverse-coded (“You
request better working conditions without being exposed to retaliation”). With all items included,
this scale showed adequate internal consistency (α=.74) but removing the reverse-coded item
improved reliability (α=.84). As such, all further analyses were conducted using only 6 items.
The wage subscale, which reflects poor wages as a dimension of precarious work,
consisted of 2 items related to the adequacy of one’s income to cover basic needs and unexpected
expenses. This dimension showed good internal consistency (α=.80).
The rights subscale resembled a checklist of 6 workplace rights that participants indicated
whether or not they had access to. This dimension showed good internal consistency (α=.83).
The inability to exercise rights subscale asked participants to indicate the frequency with which
they are able to access 5 different workplace rights without obstruction. This dimension showed
good internal consistency (α=.93).
The disempowerment scale included two items related to how participants settle their
workplace schedule and wages. This scale showed poor internal consistency (α=.58). Despite
this, each of these items tap into different aspects of how participants have control over their
work, so further analyses were conducted using both items as a scale.
Finally, the temporariness scale included three items related to (1) how long a participant
has worked in a job, (2) whether they work part-time or full-time, and (3) the type of contract
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that they have. Overall, this scale displayed very poor internal consistency (α=.002). Based on an
analysis of the distribution of scores, one item was dropped from further analysis and the other
two items were analyzed as separate measures of temporariness. Specifically, the first item
measuring how long a participant had worked in the job was dropped because 9.20% of the
sample had indicated that they had been in their job for less than 1 year. This item also showed
stronger relationships to the COVID-19 items than the other two temporariness items (see Table
2). Together, this suggests that the data may have been impacted by mass layoffs due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Next, the part-time item was retained for analyses with no changes.
84.90% of the population were full-time workers, with 15.10% being part-time, and this reflects
the proportions of full-time (82.91%) and part-time (17.08%) workers in the US as of February
2021 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2021). Finally, the type of contract item was used in further
analyses, but it was dichotomized because the majority of responses congregated at the extremes:
56.50% of participants indicated that they had indefinite or permanent contracts and 39.70%
indicated that they were either self-employed or had no contract. 2.90% indicated that they had a
work contract that differed from these. Thus, this variable was dichotomized such that
participants either had a work contract of some kind (e.g., permanent, temporary, interim) or no
contract.
Table 2. Correlations between COVID-19 items and temporariness items.
Variable
M (SD)
1
2
3
4
1. JSC Jan
1.82 (1.20)
2. JSC COVID
1.88 (1.24)
0.92**
3. Tenure
1.68 (1.03)
-0.24***
-0.21***
4. PT Work
0.15 (0.36)
0.10*
0.10*
-0.21***
5. Work Contract
0.60 (0.49)
-0.05
-0.08
-0.05
-0.17**
Note. N=460. JSC Jan = Job security change since Jan 2020. JSC COVID = Job security change
since COVID. PT = Part-time. *p<.05, *p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Primary Analyses and Hypothesis Testing
Hypothesis 1 stated that precarious work, measured multidimensionally, is expected to be
positively related to feelings of job insecurity. Precarious work was conceptualized as a
formative construct, so paths were specified to originate at the dimensions and lead to the latent
construct. I then regressed job insecurity onto this construct, controlling for the effect of the
COVID items on job insecurity. This model displayed suboptimal fit (χ2(356)=683.57,
RMSEA=.05, CFI=.88, SRMR=.12). In addition, precarious work, as a formative construct, was
not related to job insecurity (b=-0.02, p=.70).
Because the dimensions of precarious work represent ways in which one’s work may be
conceptualized with a degree of risk or uncertainty, I then respecified the model using just the
dimensions of precarious work and regressed them on to job insecurity individually. As this
model is a reparameterization of the previous model, the fit indices have not changed
(χ2(356)=683.57, RMSEA=.05, CFI=.88, SRMR=.12), but this model did show significant
relationships between several dimensions of precarious work and job insecurity. Vulnerability
(b=0.19, p<.001), poor wages (b=0.11, p=.002), inability to exercise rights (b=0.06, p=.04), and
not having a contract (b=-0.20, p=.001; where having a contract was coded as 1 and not having a
contract was coded as 0) were each significantly related to greater perceptions of job insecurity.
This provides partial support for hypothesis 1. Given partial support for this hypothesis when
using the dimensions of precarious work as correlates of job insecurity, the remainder of the
hypotheses will be using the dimensions of precarious work as separate predictors of job
insecurity.
The remainder of the hypotheses (2 through 6) state that precarious work is expected to
have a positive (or negative) indirect effect on an outcome via job insecurity. The hypotheses
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also predict a conditional indirect effect, such that the effect is exacerbated (or reduced) for older
workers. I tested each of these hypotheses in two parts. First, a mediation model was specified
with the outcomes regressed on job insecurity, which was regressed on the dimensions of
precarious work. I used bias-corrected bootstrapped standard errors (1000 iterations) to examine
indirect effects. Second, I specified a random slopes model so that the observed variable age
could interact with the latent variable job insecurity to predict each outcome. Random slopes
models are required within Mplus to specify the interaction between a latent variable (i.e., job
insecurity) and an observed variable (i.e., age) (Muthén, 2012; Muthén & Muthén, 2017, p. 757).
To specify the mediation model, I specified a structural model with disempowerment,
vulnerability, poor wages, workplace rights, inability to exercise workplace rights, part-time
work, and whether or not participants have a work contract leading to latent job insecurity
(controlling for the effect of the COVID questions on job insecurity). I then specified paths from
job insecurity to job search behaviors (hypothesis 2), the pursuit of educational opportunities
(hypothesis 3), voice (hypothesis 4), presenteeism (hypothesis 5), and well-being (hypothesis 6).
Control variables included the effects of the COVID questions, subjective health, and financial
preparation for retirement1. Overall, this model displayed poor fit (χ2(2703)=5831.56,
RMSEA=.05, CFI=.64, SRMR=.14). The following paragraphs describe the results for both the
mediation model and the random slopes model, with results of the mediation model presented
first, followed by the results of the random slopes model. Random slopes models do not produce
traditional fit indices within Mplus. See table 3 for direct and indirect parameter estimates.

1

I also conducted all analyses not controlling for the effects of the COVID questions on the job insecurity
mediator or the outcomes, and the pattern of results did not change.
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Table 3. Direct and indirect parameter estimates for primary analyses.
Variable
JI
JSB
Voice
Well-being
EO
Presenteeism
b
SE
b
SE
b
SE
b
SE
b
SE
b
SE
Controls
FPR
0.35*
0.15
0.30*
0.12
0.11
0.20
0.18
0.20
0.01
0.12
Health
-0.09
0.05
0.13**
0.04
0.36*** 0.07
-0.11
0.09
-0.184** 0.06
JSC Jan
0.12
0.07
-0.07
0.11
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.11
-0.05
0.14
-0.03
0.08
JSC COVID 0.24***
0.06
0.09
0.11
0.11
0.07
0.37**
0.12
0.18
0.15
-0.09
0.08
Variables
Disemp.
0.01
0.15
0.01
0.11 -0.01
0.10
-0.02
0.29
0.00
0.04
0.01
0.12
Vuln.
0.24**
0.09
0.14*
0.06 -0.15**
0.06
-0.44**
0.14
0.02
0.06
0.17**
0.06
Poor Wages
0.12
0.08
0.07
0.07 -0.07
0.06
-0.22
0.17
0.01
0.04
0.08
0.07
Rights
-0.01
0.08
-0.01
0.06
0.01
0.05
0.02
0.15
0.00
0.02
-0.01
0.06
Ex. Rights
0.03
0.08
0.02
0.06 -0.02
0.05
-0.05
0.15
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.06
PT Work
-0.12
0.07
-0.08
0.04
0.08
0.04
0.23*
0.12
-0.01
0.04
-0.09
0.05
WC
-0.13**
0.05
-0.08*
0.03
0.08*
0.03
0.24**
0.09
-0.01
0.04
-0.09**
0.04
JI
0.60** 0.20 -0.62*** 0.16
-1.87*** 0.34
0.10
0.28
0.72*** 0.19
Age
-0.01
0.00
0.01*
0.00
0.01
0.00
-0.02* 0.01
0.00
0.00
JI x Age
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
0.04
0.02
0.01
0.01
Note. N=460. FPR = Financial preparation for retirement. JSC Jan = Job security change since Jan 2020. JSC COVID = Job security
change since COVID. Disemp. = Disempowerment. Vuln. = Vulnerability. Ex. Rights = Inability to exercise rights. PT = Part-time.
WC = Work Contract. JI = Job Insecurity. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Hypothesis 2 states that precarious work is expected to have a positive indirect effect on
job search behaviors, with older workers performing fewer job search behaviors than younger
workers. From the mediation model, only vulnerability (b=0.24, SE=.09, p=.01) and not having a
work contract (b=-0.13, SE=0.05, p=.01) were related to greater job insecurity. All other
relationships between dimensions of precarious work and job insecurity were nonsignificant (i.e.,
disempowerment, poor wages, rights, inability to exercise rights, and part-time work). Job
insecurity was positively related to job search behaviors (b=0.60, SE=0.20, p=.002).
Vulnerability had a positive indirect effect on job search behaviors (b=0.14, SE=0.06, p=.02),
and having a work contract was negatively related to job search behaviors (b=-0.08, SE=0.03,
p=.01) via job insecurity. The interaction between job and security and age was not significant in
predicting job search behaviors (b=0.01, SE=0.01, p=.40). Together, this suggests partial support
for hypothesis 2.
Hypothesis 3 states that precarious work is expected to have a positive indirect effect on
the pursuit of educational opportunities, with older workers seeking fewer educational
opportunities than younger workers. From the mediation model, job insecurity was not
significantly related to the pursuit of educational opportunities (b=0.10, SE=0.28, p=.72), so
there were no indirect effects. The interaction between job insecurity and age was not significant
in predicting educational pursuits (b=0.04, SE=0.02, p=.07). Thus, there is no support for
hypothesis 3.
Hypothesis 4 states that precarious work is expected to have a negative indirect effect on
voice, with older workers engaging in voice less than younger workers. From the mediation
model, job insecurity was significantly negatively related to voice (b=-0.62, SE=0.16, p<.001).
Analysis of indirect effects suggests that vulnerability was negatively related to voice (b=-0.15,
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SE=0.06, p=.01), and having a work contract was positively related to voice (b=0.08, SE=0.03,
p=.02). The interaction between job insecurity and age was not significant in predicting voice
(b=-0.003, SE=0.004, p=.43). Together, this suggests partial support for hypothesis 4.
Hypothesis 5 states that precarious work is expected to have a positive indirect effect on
presenteeism, with older workers engaging in presenteeism more than younger workers. From
the mediation model, job insecurity significantly related to presenteeism (b=0.72, SE=0.19,
p<.001). Analysis of indirect effects suggests that vulnerability (b=0.17, SE=0.06, p=.01) and not
having a work contract (b=-0.09, SE=0.04, p=.01) were related to greater job insecurity. The
interaction between job insecurity and age was not significant in predicting presenteeism
(b=0.01, SE=0.01, p=.38). Together, this suggests partial support for hypothesis 5.
Hypothesis 6 states that precarious work is expected to have a negative indirect effect on
well-being, with older workers experiencing greater decrements to well-being than younger
adults. From the mediation model, job insecurity was negatively related to well-being (b=-1.87,
SE=0.34, p<.001). Analysis of indirect effects suggests vulnerability was negatively related to
well-being (b=-0.44, SE=0.14, p=.001), and that having a work contract (b=0.24, SE=0.09,
p=.004) and being a part-time worker (b=0.24, SE=0.09, p=.004) were positively related to wellbeing. The interaction between job insecurity and age was not significant in predicting wellbeing (b=-0.01, SE=0.01, p=.35). Together, this suggests partial support for hypothesis 6.
For parsimony, I re-specified the model and trimmed the nonsignificant paths. This did
not substantially change the model fit indices (χ2(1563)=6851.32, RMSEA=.09, CFI=.72,
SRMR=.13), but a Vuong test suggested that the trimmed model was preferred (V=-1954,
p<.001). In this trimmed model, vulnerability (b=0.26, SE=0.04, p<.001) and not having a work
contract (b=-0.12, SE=0.04, p=.003) were related to greater job insecurity. Job insecurity was
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robustly related to job search behaviors (b=0.22, SE=0.07, p=.002), voice (b=-0.31, SE=0.06,
p<.001), well-being (b=-0.48, SE=0.06, p<.001), and presenteeism (b=0.15, SE=0.07, p=.02).
Bias-corrected bootstrapped standard errors (1000 iterations) were used again to examine
indirect effects. Vulnerability was indirectly related to job search behaviors (b=0.11, SE=0.02,
p<.001), voice (b=-0.06, SE=0.02, p<.001), well-being (b=-0.17, SE=0.04, p<.001), and
presenteeism (b=0.07, SE=0.02, p=.001) via job insecurity. Having a work contract was
negatively related to job search behaviors (b=-0.06, SE=0.03, p=.01) and presenteeism (b=-0.04,
SE=0.02, p=.03), and positively related to both voice (b=0.04, SE=0.01, p=.01) and well-being
(b=0.10, SE=0.04, p=.01), via job insecurity. See Figure 2 for the trimmed model and direct
effects.

Figure 2. Results of the trimmed structural model, control variables not shown.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Supplementary Analyses
To supplement the primary analyses, I conducted a series of analyses testing interactions
between the dimensions of precarious work and age in the prediction of all outcomes. This was
done iteratively, beginning with the base model containing no interactions, then successively
testing the interactions one at a time. As with the primary analyses, I controlled for the effects of
the COVID questions, financial preparation for retirement and subjective health.
Beginning with the base model, I specified paths leading from each of the dimensions
(i.e., part-time work, having a contract, disempowerment, vulnerability, poor wages, rights, and
inability to exercise rights) to each of the outcomes (i.e., job search behavior, voice, well-being,
presenteeism, and engaging in educational opportunities). Overall, this model displayed
suboptimal fit (χ2(2331)=5163.35, RMSEA=.05, CFI=.64, SRMR=.11), but I proceeded with
cautious interpretation because the findings may suggest room for future research on this topic.
Vulnerability (b=0.18, SE=0.04, p<.001) and poor wages (b=0.16, SE=0.04, p<.001) were
positively related to job search behaviors; workplace rights (b=-0.09, SE=0.04, p=.04) and
disempowerment were negatively related (b=-0.11, SE=0.04, p=.02) to job search behaviors.
Disempowerment (b=-0.15, SE=0.05, p=.002) and workplace rights (b=-0.13, SE=0.04,
p=.001) were negatively related to voice; having a work contract was positively related to voice
(b=0.15, SE=0.06, p=.03).
Vulnerability (b=-0.49, SE=0.05, p<.001) and poor wages (b=-0.19, SE=0.04, p<.001)
were negatively related to well-being; being a part-time worker (b=0.31, SE=0.11, p=.005) and
having a work contract (b=0.22, SE=0.09, p=.02) were positively related to well-being.
Workplace rights (b=-0.29, SE=0.10, p=.004) was negatively related (b=-0.29, SE=0.10,
p=.006).
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Finally, vulnerability (b=0.16, SE=0.04, p<.001) and poor wages (b=0.21, SE=0.05,
p<.001) were positively related to presenteeism, but workplace rights was negatively related (b=0.17, SE=0.05, p=.001) to presenteeism.
To test the interactions, I started with part-time work and having a work contract. Since
these are both observed variables, I was able to specify the interaction without requiring a
random slopes model to be specified. This model ultimately displayed relatively poor fit
(χ2(2514) =5399.763, RMSEA=.05, CFI=.64, SRMR=.14). The interaction between having a
contract and age was not significant for any outcome, and the interaction between part-time work
and age was only significant for presenteeism (b=-0.03, SE=0.02, p=.048). This suggests that the
relationship between age and presenteeism may vary as a function of the nature of the work
contract. To further investigate the nature of this interaction, I estimated simple slopes for parttime and full-time workers. For full-time workers, the relationship between age and presenteeism
was nonsignificant (b=.01, SE=.005, p=.07); for part-time workers, the relationship is negative
and significant (b=-0.02, SE=0.01, p=.01). See table 4 for parameter estimates and figure 3 for
simple slopes.
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Table 4. The age-presenteeism relationship, moderated by part-time work.
Step 1
Step 2
Step 3
b
SE
b
SE
b
Step 1
Intercept
2.15***
0.25
FPR
-0.03
0.06
Health
-0.19**
0.05
JSC Jan
0.05
0.09
JSC Covid
0.09
0.08
Step 2
Intercept
2.20*** 0.26
FPR
-0.04
0.06
Health
-0.19** 0.05
JSC Jan
0.05
0.09
JSC Covid
0.09
0.08
Age
0.00
0.00
PT Work
-0.08
0.12
Step 3
Intercept
2.18***
FPR
-0.02
Health
-0.19***
JSC Jan
0.05
JSC Covid
0.09
Age
0.01
PT Work
-0.01
Age x PT
-0.03**
R2
0.07***
0.07***
0.91***
2
ΔR
0.00
.02**

SE

0.26
0.06
0.05
0.09
0.08
0.01
0.12
0.01

Note. N=460. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. FPR = Financial preparation for
retirement. JSC Jan = Job security change since January 2020. JSC PT = Part-time. **p<.01,
***p<.001.
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Figure 3. The age-presenteeism relationship, moderated by part-time work.

For each of the interactions between age and the latent dimensions, I specified a series of
random slopes models. These models do not produce traditional fit indices within Mplus.
Ultimately, none of the interactions between age and the latent dimensions were significant in
predicting any outcome. See Table 5 for parameter estimates of supplementary analyses.
Finally, I looked at the extent to which the relationship between age and job insecurity
might change as a function of educational pursuit. Controlling for effect of changes in perceived
job security since January of 2020 and since COVID on job insecurity, I found a marginally
significant interaction effect between age and whether participants were engaged in educational
pursuits (p=.08) on job insecurity. Investigating the nature of this interaction, I found that the
relationship between age and job insecurity was stronger for those who were pursuing
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educational opportunities (b=0.02, SE=0.01, p=.046) than those who were not (b=0.00, SE=0.00,
p=.66).2 See table 6 for parameter estimates and figure 4 for simple slopes.

2

I also analyzed this relationship excluding the controls, and the interaction was significant (p=.04). The pattern of
results was the same, with the relationship being stronger for those who were engaged in educational pursuits
(b=0.03, SE=0.01, p=.02) than those who were not (b=0.00, SE=0.00, p=0.69).
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Table 5. Parameter estimates for supplementary analyses.
Variable
JSB
Voice
b

SE

b

Well-being
SE

b

EO
SE

b

Presenteeism
SE

b

SE

Controls
FPR
0.32***
0.07
0.20**
0.06
0.13
0.06
0.18
0.16
0.05
0.08
Health
-0.09*
0.04
0.14**
0.04
0.36***
0.06
-0.11
0.12
-0.18*** 0.05
JSC Jan
0.01
0.06
-0.02
0.06
-0.19*
0.08
-0.03
0.21
0.06
0.09
JSC COVID
0.23***
0.06
-0.05
0.06
-0.08
0.08
0.21
0.20
0.09
0.09
Variables
PT Work
-0.05
0.08
0.04
0.08
0.31**
0.11
-0.11
0.24
-0.06
0.12
Work Contract
-0.04
0.07
0.15*
0.06
0.22*
0.09
0.30
0.17
-0.06
0.09
Disemp.
-0.11*
0.04
-0.15**
0.05
-0.04
0.05
-0.20
0.12
-0.03
0.07
Vulnerability
0.18***
0.04
-0.05
0.03
-0.49*** 0.05
0.00
0.10
0.16***
0.04
Poor Wages
0.16***
0.04
0.01
0.03
-0.19*** 0.04
0.17
0.10
0.21***
0.05
Rights
-0.09*
0.04
-0.13**
0.04
0.02
0.04
-0.29** 0.10
-0.17*** 0.05
Ex. Rights
0.03
0.03
-0.05
0.04
-0.01
0.04
0.18
0.10
0.08
0.05
Age
-0.01
0.00
0.01*
0.00
0.01
0.00
-0.02** 0.01
0.00
0.00
PT Work x Age
-0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
-0.03*
0.02
WC x Age
-0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
Disemp. x Age
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Vuln. x Age
-0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
Poor Wages x Age 0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Rights x Age
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
Ex. Rights x Age
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Note. N=460. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. FPR = Financial preparation for retirement. JSC Jan = Job security change
since January 2020. JSC COVID = Job security change since COVID. PT = Part-time. Disemp. = Disempowerment. Ex. Rights =
Inability to exercise rights. WC = Work contract. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 6. The age-job insecurity relationship, moderated by educational pursuits.
Step 1
Step 2
Step 3
b
SE
b
SE
b
SE
Step 1
Intercept
1.12***
0.06
JSC Jan
0.15*
0.07
JSC Covid
0.29***
0.07
Step 2
Intercept
JSC Jan
JSC Covid
Age
EO

1.11***
0.15*
0.28***
0.00
0.01

0.06
0.07
0.07
0.00
0.1

Step 3
Intercept
JSC Jan
JSC Covid
Age
EO
Age x EO
2

R

0.34***

0.34***

1.12***
0.15*
0.28
0.00
0.07

0.06
0.07
0.07***
0.00
0.11

0.02a

0.01

.34***

ΔR
0.00
a
Note. N=460. ***p<.001. *p<.05. p<.10
2

0.00
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Figure 4. The age-job insecurity relationship, moderated by educational pursuits.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
The present study sought to investigate the way that aspects of precarious work and age
can impact the perception of, and response to, job insecurity. This study leveraged a
multidimensional conceptualization of precarious work found in the public health and
sociological literature and applied it to the perception of job insecurity and various work-related
outcomes. Additionally, this study proposed that age can shape the way that people experience
job insecurity, in that older workers may respond differently to perceived job insecurity
compared to younger workers.
The results offer several important contributions to the continued study of precarious
work conditions and job insecurity. First, this study suggests that precarious work, as
operationalized here, may not be a formative construct, which contributes to clarification of the
conceptual structure of precarious work. Second, vulnerability to mistreatment was found to be
robustly related to job insecurity, and indirectly related to four of the five hypothesized
outcomes. Third, having a work contract was negatively related to job insecurity and was
indirectly related to four of the five hypothesized outcomes. I did not find any support for the
direct or indirect relationship between aspects of precarious work and the pursuit of educational
opportunities. I also did not find any support for the second-stage moderation by age. Overall,
my results provided partial support for the hypothesized model, though the results should be
interpreted with caution due to the suboptimal fit of the data to the specified models.
First, the present research conceptualized precarious work as a formative construct
consisting of six dimensions, but I did not find empirical support for this. Rather, the dimensions
of precarious work may be more appropriately considered distinct facets which shape how
individuals experience work overall. For example, the work of a part-time professional
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consultant may not be inherently less precarious than that of a housekeeper. This underlying
heterogeneity suggests that there may be different constellations of precarious workers that were
not captured by the variable-centered approach explored in the present study. Regarding the
nature of precarious work from a theoretical standpoint, there is still a lot of conceptual
muddiness and disagreement regarding its definition and factor structure. For example, some
argue that precarious work refers to “a multidimensional construct encompassing dimensions
such as employment insecurity, individualized bargaining relations between workers and
employers, low wages and economic deprivation, limited workplace rights and social protection,
and powerlessness to exercise workplace rights” (Benach et al. 2014, p. 230), as was leveraged
in the present study. A competing framework suggests that precarious work is intimately
connected to the structural forces which shape the labor market and contribute to the polarization
of jobs, and that precarious work may be characterized by a lack of regulatory protection, low
wages, high employment insecurity, and an overall low level of employee control (e.g., over
wages, hours, or working conditions; Campbell & Price, 2016). Still, other scholars argue that
precarious work is mainly characterized by its riskiness and define precarious work as
“employment that is uncertain, unpredictable, and risky from the point of view of the worker”
(Kalleberg, 2009, p. 2). Given the large inconsistencies regarding the theorized structure of
precarious work, this may explain the lack of support found in the present study, as conceptual
ambiguity will impact subsequent operationalization and testing of these frameworks.
Second, I did not find support for the formative conceptualization precarious work, but I
did find a relationship between specific aspects of precarious work and job insecurity when they
were conceptualized as distinct proximal indicators. Specifically, I found that vulnerability to
mistreatment was significantly related to job insecurity, and indirectly related to job search
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behaviors, employee voice, well-being, and presenteeism in hypothesized directions. Little prior
research has specifically investigated the role of vulnerability to mistreatment in the perception
of job insecurity, though there is some literature to suggest that interpersonal factors, including
being mistreated at work may engender the perception of threats to one’s job (Shoss, 2017).
Glambek et al (2014) found that exposure to bullying was associated with increased job
insecurity over time, and they reasoned that the powerlessness associated with being the target of
bullying translated to subsequent powerlessness to resist perceived threats to their job; that is, the
detrimental effects of workplace exclusion due to bullying hindered an individual’s ability to
fully pursue their ambitions in an organization. More recently, Wang et al. (2019) found that
abusive supervision was positively related to job insecurity. Drawing from conservation of
resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), they argued that abusive supervision would lead to a decline in
a worker’s psychological resources. This would then limit a worker’s ability to cope with threats
and challenges in the workplace, and prompt job insecurity. In line with this reasoning, workers
who are under immense psychological pressure associated with feeling vulnerable to
mistreatment are more likely to perceive threats to their jobs, which then leads to decrements to
well-being and prevents workers from feeling like they may speak up (e.g., for fear of future
mistreatment). Further, workers who perceive mistreatment or conflict at work are unlikely to
want to remain in their work situation and may be prompted to withdraw and seek alternatives
(Spector & Jex, 1998; Van Hooft et al., 2004). Additionally, my results also suggested that
vulnerability to mistreatment was indirectly related to presenteeism, and this finding is in line
with recent research which found a positive relationship between vulnerability to mistreatment
and presenteeism. Shoss et al. (2021) found that precarious work conditions such as worker
vulnerability created a condition wherein workers felt that they had no choice but to attend work
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sick during the COVID-19 pandemic. Together, this suggests that these workers may not be able
to leave one place of work without securing alternative employment, so while they search for
other job opportunities, they simultaneously engaged in presenteeism by going to work while ill.
Third, I found that having a work contract was negatively related to feelings of job
insecurity. This is in line with prior research which has suggested that the nature of the (lack of)
employment contract can be considered an objective threat to one’s job (Klandermans et al.,
2010). Drawing from psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1989), workers without a
contract are likely to have a different frame of reference for their expectations of job security
than those with a contract, because the formal employment contract gives the framework for the
contents of the psychological contract. That is, the conditions of employment laid out within a
formal contract are likely to shape the unspoken expectations assumed within the psychological
contract; when any type of contract is specified, there is a modicum of security that can be
assumed, but workers who have no contract may experience job insecurity as a default (Schalk et
al., 2010). To this end, Klein Hesselink and van Vuuren (1999) studied job flexibility and
insecurity in the Netherlands and found that uncontracted workers (e.g., agency workers) were
the most worried about their job security, whereas permanent, full-time workers were the least
worried. Further, having a work contract was also found to be negatively related to job search via
job insecurity. Research on predictors of job search behaviors have leveraged Ajzen’s (1991)
theory of planned behavior, which suggests that job search behavior is predicted by the amount
of time and effort individuals intend to put into their job search endeavors. From this perspective,
workers who have a contract may be unwilling to expend the effort needed to engage in job
search. Given that these data were collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, when the United
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States has experienced high levels of unemployment and layoffs, it is also probable that those
who have an existing work contract did not wish to seek alternatives.
I also found that having a work contract (versus not having one) was positively associated
with well-being via job insecurity. Drawing from conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll,
1989), those who have a work contract during a time of immense uncertainty (e.g., the
pandemic) may be more able to maintain their resources than those who do not. Stated otherwise,
not having a work contract may have triggered a loss spiral whereby participants perceive greater
job insecurity. This presents a threat to their existing resources (e.g., money, the ability to pay for
food, shelter), which leads to further loss of well-being. It should be noted that prior research on
the relationships between employment contract, job insecurity, and well-being has been
somewhat mixed, with some studies reporting decrements to well-being among less-secure or
uncontracted workers compared to permanent workers (Virtanen et al., 2005), like the present
study. However, others found support for an interaction between employment contract and job
insecurity in the prediction of well-being (Bernhard-Oettel et al., 2005), and still other studies
found no support for the interaction between employment contract and job insecurity in the
prediction of life-satisfaction (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007). Additionally, the present study
found that having a work contract was positively related to employee voice. This is because
workers who have a contract may be more likely to feel committed to their employer, which may
prompt them to be more motivated to help the organization by voicing concerns (Kaufman,
2015). From a social exchange perspective, when organizations offer favorable treatment to
workers, the workers are prompted to reciprocate favorably (Blau, 1964). In the current context,
workers who have received an employment contract may perceive fewer threats to their job than
uncontracted workers. In return, the workers with a contract reciprocate by engaging in voice as
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a prosocial way to bring about constructive change and improve an organization (Morrison,
2014).
Contrary to my hypotheses, I did not find support for the relationship between precarious
work and the pursuit of educational opportunities. Prior research has suggested that job-insecure
adults may proactively cope with the threat of job loss by looking for ways to increase their
ability to secure alternative employment, including enrolling in higher education, vocational
courses, or apprenticeship programs (Elman & O’Rand, 2002). The results presented here have
not supported a relationship between job insecurity and the pursuit of educational opportunities,
likely because there was little variability in the pursuit of educational opportunities in general,
with 85.80% of participants indicating that they were not pursuing educational opportunities of
any kind. It is possible that the pandemic may have influenced this, as higher education
institutions reported lower enrollment in the Fall of 2020 compared to previous years (Current
Term Enrollment Estimates, 2020). Future research will need to follow up with this, as adult
learners went back to university en masse following the Great Recession of 2008 to boost their
employability, and the same trend may occur once the pandemic is over (Kerr, 2020).
Finally, the present research did not find any support for the second-stage moderation by
age. That is, I found no support for the idea that the relationship between job insecurity and the
theoretical outcomes varies as a function of age. This may be because “older workers” is a
heterogeneous group, and there are different kinds of older workers who may experience
precarious work or job insecurity differently (and thus having different responses to it), and these
groups may not have been adequately sampled in the present study. Indeed, Flynn (2010)
reviewed several typologies of older workers and suggested that attitudes toward retirement and
career transitions may differ on the basis of “haves” and “have nots”, among other factors (e.g.,
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financial security, care responsibilities). The “haves” consist of a group of privileged older
workers with high levels of job autonomy who can choose how they plan to retire, whereas the
“have nots” are less fortunate, and have much less control over their work and career transitions.
Highly precarious workers are very likely to be within the “have not” group, and the present
study may have been unable to adequately sample this group. To illustrate this, 21.50% of
participants above the mean age (40.90 years) reported their annual wage before taxes of their
primary job to be between $70,000 and $79,999 within the present study, suggesting that the
wages among older workers in the present study were positively skewed. Though I controlled for
financial preparation for retirement, it is unlikely that older workers who earn wages under
$39,999 (17% of the sample) will experience job insecurity or precarious work the same as older
workers who earn more than double that amount (37.50% reported annual wages of $80,000+).
Drawing from Jahoda’s (1982) latent deprivation model, jobs provide key resources that
are required for well-being, and these resources may be either manifest (e.g., income), or latent
(e.g., identity, social status). Older workers with lower incomes may be likely to feel the pressure
of job insecurity due to the threat of manifest resources, whereas older workers with higher
incomes may be more likely to feel the pressure of job insecurity due to the threat of latent
resources. This differential pressure may prompt different behavioral responses to job insecurity,
and these responses may not have been captured in this study. For example, an older accountant
may be at risk of being pushed out of their position (e.g., due to age discrimination), and the
threat of losing their identity of “accountant” may prompt them to engage in job aggrandizement
or knowledge hoarding (Wang & Noe, 2010); whereas an older housekeeper may also perceive
job insecurity due to age discrimination but would be more likely to engage in presenteeism and
carry on working as many hours as possible while they are still able. In line with this reasoning,
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Gebben et al. (2019) interviewed older workers employed in precarious work conditions and
found that presenteeism is at least partially motivated by economic concerns.
Moreover, socioemotional selectivity theory (Carstensen et al., 1999) suggests that
peoples’ priorities and motivations change as they age. That is, younger adults tend to see life as
more open-ended, and are motivated to gather information and resources that may be useful as
they go through life. However, as people age they no longer see life as open-ended and begin to
understand the reality of their own mortality. As a result, they are motivated to prioritize
emotional goals, such as finding meaning in relationships (Carstensen et al., 2000). As they
perceive their life to be less open-ended, they may find their life to be controlled more by
external factors than by their own actions because of diminishing opportunities for change, and a
shorter time horizon (Lawrence, 1988). Indeed, prior research has found a negative relationship
between age and (internal) locus of control, suggesting older individuals’ locus of control was
more external (Van der Horst et al., 2017). Locus of control has also been found to be an
important individual difference in the perception of, and reaction to external stimuli, including
job insecurity (Keim et al., 2014). Prior research has found that individuals with a highly internal
locus of control tend to feel that they have more power over life events, and that they view
themselves and their behavior as determinants of their continued employment (Debus et al.,
2014). Together, older precarious workers may feel a loss of control in their lives due to
normative aging processes, as well as the threat of job loss that is at least partially engendered by
precarious work conditions such as vulnerability to mistreatment; future research should consider
the role that locus of control and job dependence have in these relationships to begin untangling
the consequences of job insecurity among these workers.
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Additionally, the mechanism by which age was expected to alter reactions to job
insecurity is based on the experience of age-based discrimination. That is, older workers
experience work differently from younger workers because they are subject to age-based
stereotypes (e.g., that they are less motivated, less willing to change, less healthy; Ng &
Feldman, 2012) which are leveraged in various personnel decisions, such as hiring or
performance appraisal (Lahey, 2008). It is also possible that the older workers in the present
study have not experienced this type of discrimination, which would explain why few age-related
effects were found. Perceived discrimination should be measured in future research so that this
idea can be tested.
Supplementary analyses suggested that age interacted with part-time work to predict
presenteeism, with older full-time workers engaging in presenteeism more than older part-time
workers, and younger part-time workers engaging in presenteeism more than younger full-time
workers. One explanation for this finding may be that older part-time workers do not financially
depend on their jobs like older full-time workers do and are thus less motivated to engage in
presenteeism. I performed an independent-sample t-test to look at whether participants older than
the mean age (40.90 years) differed from younger participants in terms of their perception that
their salary could allow them to cover their expenses, and found that older participants (M=2.51,
SD=1.01) felt that their salary could cover expenses significantly more than younger participants
(M=2.29, SD=0.93; t(458)=-2.46, p=.01). Given this finding, it is possible that these older parttime workers were bridge employees or had already voluntarily left the full-time workforce and
were working in a part-time position in order to fill their time, or fulfill social goals (Carstensen
et al., 1999). It is also possible that the pandemic influenced this relationship, or the motivations
for engaging in presenteeism. Part-time workers in this sample were employed in more essential
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in-person positions (i.e., the retail and food industries) than full-time workers, and older adults
are at a greater risk of requiring hospitalization or dying if diagnosed with COVID-19 (Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, 2021). From this perspective, it is possible that older parttime workers stayed home more in order to mitigate the risk of developing severe COVID.
Future research should examine the extent to which these effects remain stable outside of a
global pandemic.
Within the supplementary analyses, I also found a marginally significant interaction
between age and educational pursuit on job insecurity, with older participants who were pursuing
educational opportunities reporting more job insecurity than younger participants pursuing
educational opportunities. This may suggest that older workers who have gone back to school
tend to be more job-insecure, perhaps due to perceived threats to their job on the basis of age
discrimination. Prior research on age as a predictor of job insecurity has been mixed, with some
studies finding nonsignificant relations (Keim et al., 2014), negative relations (Roskies & LouisGuerin, 1990), and curvilinear effects (Fullerton & Wallace, 2007), but more recent research has
suggested that intersectionality can engender job insecurity. Lavaysse et al. (2018) found that
individuals whose identities are more stigmatized (e.g., older, BIPOC, women, LGBTQ+)
perceived greater job insecurity than those with unstigmatized identities, and this also had
negative indirect effects on safety motivation, safety compliance, and affective commitment.
Though not specifically mentioned within their study, older learners represent a stigmatized
group who navigate university culture differently than their younger counterparts (Mallman &
Lee, 2016). This stigma may spill over into their working lives, and along with common agerelated stereotypes that are held in the workplace (e.g., that older workers are slow, incapable,
unproductive; Ng & Feldman, 2012), could bring about job insecurity. Ultimately, this effect
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should be interpreted with caution because it was marginally significant (p=.08), which may
have been due to the relatively low proportion of workers who were pursuing educational
opportunities, and future studies should seek to investigate this with equivalent group sizes.
Ultimately, the cumulative findings here suggest aspects of precarious work are related to
job insecurity, and indirectly related to several work-related outcomes. Further, the results
suggest that there is some variability in the perception of job insecurity on the basis of age,
which suggests that there is unexplored ground here and that future research should seek to
investigate the role that age plays in the perception of job insecurity, or in shaping reactions to
job insecurity.
Study Implications
This study has several theoretical implications concerning precarious work and responses
to job insecurity. In particular, the findings of this study provide a foundation for future research
on precarious work by suggesting that it may not be a formative construct. This study has also
provided support for the relationship between job insecurity and job preservation behaviors; in
particular, this study gave initial support for the relationship between job insecurity and job
search. Finally, this study echoed prior research which has found relationships between job
insecurity and voice, well-being, and presenteeism.
First, the results of this study add to the existing literature regarding the structure of
precarious work. The present research conceptualized precarious work as a formative construct
consisting of six dimensions, but this was not supported empirically. The results suggested that
precarious work may be more appropriately conceptualized as a collection of conditions that
characterize one’s work conditions. As discussed previously, there may be different
constellations of precarious work conditions, and workers within these constellations may react
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to job insecurity in ways that differ from each other. The present study employed a variablecentered approach to studying older precarious workers, but a more appropriate approach may be
person-centered. Whereas variable-centered approaches to the study of organizational
phenomena seek to explain the relationship between specific variables across a population (e.g.,
what is the relationship between aspects of precarious work and job insecurity?), person-centered
approaches aim to examine the extent to which subgroups exist within a population, and how
they differ in terms of covariates (e.g., do different types of precarious workers exist, and if so,
how do they differ in levels of job insecurity?). As such, there is an assumption of heterogeneity
with person-centered approaches that is absent within variable-centered research, and the former
has been gaining in popularity in recent years because of its ability to explore different research
questions and reconcile contradictory findings (Howard & Hoffman, 2018; Wang & Hanges,
2011). Indeed, research using person-centered techniques, such as latent profile analysis, have
been used in recent years as a way to reconcile theoretical inconsistencies and expand the
understanding of unobserved subpopulations. Gabriel et al. (2015) used latent profile analysis to
show that there are five different profiles of emotional laborers, and individuals within each
profile use differing levels of surface acting and deep acting to cope with emotional demands.
This ultimately reconciles competing theories in the emotional labor literature by showing how
individuals can use both strategies in conjunction, and that different people may use different
combinations of strategies to manage their emotional labor demands. Within the current context
of older precarious workers, it is possible that different profiles may emerge, such that some
workers are temporary and disempowered, but have high wages and ample workplace rights (i.e.,
the part-time consultant), whereas other workers may be highly disempowered, vulnerable to
mistreatment, have few workplace rights, and are paid poorly but work full-time (i.e., the
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housekeeper). These different constellations of precarious work may then be differentially
related to job insecurity or other work-related outcomes. As such, future research may take a
person-centered approach to precarious work in order to better understand these understudied
workers.
Next, extant job insecurity literature has suggested that workers engage in a variety of
behaviors when they perceive a threat to their job. Shoss (2017) identified several mechanisms
which explain responses to job insecurity, including job preservation motivation, stress-related,
and proactive coping mechanisms. Voice and presenteeism each represent different methods for
job preservation; to avoid drawing attention and further putting their jobs at risk, workers try to
“fly under the radar”. The present study found a negative relationship between job insecurity and
voice; this is in line with prior research that has found that job-insecure workers may lack the
resources to speak up when they perceive that it may increase the risk of job loss (BernhardOettel et al., 2011). This study also found a positive relationship between job insecurity and
presenteeism, which is also in line with prior research that has found that perceptions of job
insecurity can trigger attendance pressure which makes workers feel obligated to work even
when ill in order to avoid job loss (Miraglia & Johns, 2016).
Pertaining to the stress-related mechanism, this study echoes prior research suggesting
that job insecurity is negatively related to well-being. Drawing from resource-based theories of
stress, job insecurity is commonly conceptualized as a stressor because jobs provide access to
key resources required for well-being (e.g., identity, income, social connection), and the threat of
loss of a job (and thus these resources) prompts workers to experience subsequent strain (Jahoda,
1982; Warr, 1987). Several meta-analytic reviews have found consistent support for this
relationship (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Sverke et al., 2002).
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This study provides initial support for the proactive coping mechanism that Shoss (2017)
identified, particularly pertaining to the positive relationship between job insecurity and job
search. Some research has suggested that perceived future or current job loss may be appraised
as an opportunity to explore other career options (Eby & Buch, 1995). Indeed, some workers
who have been laid-off viewed job loss as an opportunity for self-exploration and reflection
(Zikic & Richardson, 2007); however, later quantitative research found a non-significant
relationship between job insecurity and career exploration during organizational downsizing
(Klehe et al., 2011). Together with the results of the current study, this suggests that
organizational downsizing or other specific events (e.g., mergers) may represent acute threats to
job loss, whereas on-going feelings of job insecurity represent a more chronic threat which
workers respond differently to, such that they are more able to proactively cope with the threat
by actively searching for other employment. The data presented here were collected during the
COVID-19 pandemic, following unprecedented job loss and lay-offs in the United States, and
the job search behaviors that job-insecure workers engaged in may be due to the pandemic. For
example, someone employed in the financial industry may have been laid-off, secured an interim
job in the retail industry to make ends meet, and subsequently began searching for positions in
the financial industry.
The results of this study also have valuable practical implications, particularly concerning
aspects of precarious work. Because vulnerability to mistreatment was shown to be significantly
related to job insecurity, reducing workplace mistreatment may reduce feelings of job insecurity
among workers. Prior research has found that interventions designed to enhance civility among
colleagues using trained facilitators to bolster effective group work communication have been
effective at addressing various forms of workplace mistreatment. Leiter et al. (2011) found that
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implementing the CREW (Civility, Respect, and Engagement at Work) program resulted in
improvements to healthcare workers’ reports of unit civility, burnout, job attitudes, management
trust, and absences after 6 months. These types of social interventions work by disrupting
dysfunctional relationships and permitting work groups to establish constructive alternatives.
Second, because job insecurity was shown to be related to job search behaviors and wellbeing, organizations may seek to implement interventions designed to reduce feelings of job
insecurity among their workers. Prior research has found support for the idea that job insecurity
may be managed with the use of interventions in some contexts. During a period of
organizational restructuring, Abildgaard et al. (2018) implemented a participatory intervention
that asked participants to identify why they felt job-insecure, and work with representatives of
other work teams, a line manager, and a union representative to plan activities to address the
issues. They found that the intervention group saw slower growth of job insecurity over time
compared to the control group, suggesting that those who participated in the restructuring
process were less insecure. Within the context of precarious work, interventions may be designed
where precarious workers identify threats, and work with management to neutralize them.
Additionally, the finding that having a work contract is negatively related to job
insecurity, and indirectly related to well-being, has important implications for the nature of
worker protections overall. Recent court rulings, such as Proposition 22 in California which
allows app-based rideshare companies (e.g., Uber, Lyft) to define drivers as independent
contractors as opposed to employees, denies workers various benefits that might otherwise be
beneficial for the organization. For example, prior research has suggested that organizations
which provide workers with valued benefits see enhanced organizational commitment in return
(Sinclair et al., 1995, 2005). Therefore, denying benefits or basic worker protections
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organizations (e.g., sick leave) may ultimately serve to undermine an organization’s
effectiveness, because organizational commitment has been shown to be negatively related to
operating expenses (Angle & Perry, 1981), and positively related to financial performance (Chun
et al., 2013). Ultimately, workers are an organization’s largest expense, and it is likely
worthwhile for organizations to take care of them.
Limitations and Future Directions
Though the findings of the present research offer important implications for both theory
and practice going forward, there are several limitations to note, as well as future directions for
research.
First, the present research was limited by the usage of the Employment Precariousness
Scale (Vives et al., 2015). Despite prior research suggesting good reliability and factor structure
(Vives et al., 2010), these results were not replicated in the present study. Specifically, worker
disempowerment displayed poor internal consistency, likely due to the items that were developed
to measure it. Disempowerment refers to the extent to which workers have individual-level or
collective-level bargaining opportunities with regard to their work conditions and protections for
their job (Amable, 2006; Vives et al., 2010, 2015). This dimension was assessed with two items
that asked participants to indicate how they settle their a) workplace schedule, and b) wages or
salary. Participants responded on a four-point scale from mutual agreement, to unilateral decision
by their manager or boss, with the latter representing greater disempowerment. However, the
response scale was not clearly ordinal or continuous (i.e., the midpoints may not have
represented relative decrements to feelings of disempowerment), and it may not have captured
the essence of being disempowered as suggested by the definition. That is, the nature of
collective bargaining seemed to be absent from the response options, and the extent to which
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workers may have access to collective bargaining could only be inferred if participants selected
that they settled their work conditions based on mutual agreement (i.e., working with an
employer to decide these). Additionally, the temporariness dimensions showed a questionable
factor structure, and ultimately two items from that dimension’s scale were used as separate
indicators due to poor internal consistency.
Measurement issues pertaining to the EMPRES may be due to the fact that it was
developed and validated for use in Spain, and to my knowledge there has been scant research
using it in primarily English-speaking countries, with the recent exception of Shoss (2021). Prior
research has shown substantial differences between the United States and Spain (and other
European countries) in terms of several factors related to the nature of work and leisure. Alesina
(2005) found that Americans worked more weeks out of the year (US = 46.20 weeks, Spain =
42.10), took fewer holidays or vacation weeks (US = 3.90, Spain = 7.00), and were absent from
work less (US = 0.96, Spain = 1.20) than their Spanish counterparts. Further, Determann and
Sprague (2011) argue that work-related monitoring of employees in Europe tends to be far less
intrusive than work-related monitoring of employees in the US, and as a result employees in the
US tend to have minimal expectations of privacy. Therefore, a combination of working longer,
taking fewer breaks, and having little expectation of privacy at work may prompt workers in the
US to a) experience a higher base level of work precarity, b) experience precarious work
differently from how it was captured in the EMPRES, or c) simply adjust to the strain placed on
them by precarious work conditions. From the latter perspective, workers enduring chronic
stressors from their work may develop coping strategies (e.g., denial) to reduce ill health
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In order to better understand how workers in the US experience
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precarious work, future research should focus on scale development and validation for use within
the US, paying particular attention to the differential experience of work between countries.
Second, this study collected all data from a single self-report source. Thus, the
relationships between variables may be inflated due to common method bias; that is, a portion of
the shared variance between constructs may be due to the self-report nature of the data, rather
than actual variation in the constructs (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This is problematic, because
method bias that inflates the relationship between constructs can lead to type I errors (i.e., a false
positive) or lead to incorrect conclusions about how much variance is accounted for in a criterion
construct. Ultimately, these consequences may preclude researchers from establishing an
accurate nomological network for a series of constructs (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). However,
many of the constructs assessed here are necessarily perceptual constructs, and the most
theoretically appropriate method of measurement is self-report. For example, only an individual
may be able to respond to questions about their own vulnerability to mistreatment, job insecurity,
job search behaviors, presenteeism or well-being. Further, Lance et al. (2010) re-analyzed data
from published multitrait-multimethod matrices that contained a variety of constructs and
methods to evaluate how common methods effects and measure unreliability impact the
relationships among constructs. They found that common method effects and measurement
unreliability impacted monomethod correlations slightly less than their estimated true scores,
which suggests that monomethod relationships may be more accurate than previously thought.
That said, several constructs measured here may have benefitted from more other-report, such as
workplace rights, which was measured as a checklist of several typical employment benefits
(e.g., severance pay, unemployment pay, maternity/paternity leave, personal leave). Prior
research has suggested that workers may lack a general understanding of the rights that they hold
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in the workplace. For example, Roberts-Yates (2003) found that injured workers had a limited
knowledge of the worker compensation claims process, their rights, or the responsibilities of
their organization. To this end, future research on workplace rights may benefit from supervisor
or manager input. Additionally, “workplace rights” as conceptualized within the domain of
precarious work tends to refer to the objective state of having, or not having, certain rights or
benefits in their job. However, it is possible that participants may have had access to certain
rights but not known about it, which would impact the extent to which a participant feels that
they are able to exercise those rights. For example, if a participant has forgotten that their
employer provides family leave, they may be less likely to exercise that right if a family member
becomes ill. Uncertainty regarding workplace rights may also contribute to the perception of
threats to one’s job, and prior research has found that employment protection legislation is
negatively related to feelings of job insecurity (Anderson & Pontusson, 2007), but those who are
unaware of employment legislation or their own rights are not likely to experience this effect.
Therefore, future research may also seek to investigate the role that knowledge of workplace
rights has in the relationship to job insecurity or other outcomes.
Third, a possible limitation of the present study was the use of MTurk. In recent years, a
body of literature has emerged that has criticized the use of MTurk in the behavioral sciences
because of issues pertaining to validity, reliability, data quality, and generalizability (Chandler et
al., 2014; Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). In particular, concerns regarding MTurk include sampling
issues, because MTurk workers self-select which tasks to work on. This can pose a threat to
construct validity because of potential differences between those who sign up to be an MTurk
worker and those who do not (Paolacci & Chandler, 2014). There has been some support for this,
as Goodman et al. (2013) found that MTurk workers were less extraverted and had lower self-
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esteem than a community sample of a middle class urban neighborhood. Other issues with
MTurk data may come from participant inattentiveness and careless responding; because
MTurkers are being paid to complete a discrete task, they are incentivized to complete as many
tasks as possible in the shortest amount of time, and this can lead to decrements to accuracy.
However, these issues are not as relevant when sampling workers who have been identified as
producing high-quality work (e.g., MTurk Masters). Peer et al. (2014) found that data quality
(measured by scale reliability, socially desirable responses, central-tendency bias, and the
replicability of known effects) was better for high-reputation workers compared to lowreputation workers. They found that low-reputation workers tended to be more inattentive, fail
attention checks at a higher rate, and showed smaller effect sizes for known effects compared to
high-reputation workers. More recent research has found that high-reputation workers tend to be
motivated by fair compensation and were more motivated to provide high-quality data if they
believe that the compensation matched the time required to complete a task (Lovett et al., 2018).
Therefore, MTurk data may be problematic when researchers do not take steps to protect the
quality of their data; however, the present study has taken numerous precautions to ensure that
the data obtained from MTurkers is of high quality. I have employed several of the
recommendations by Cheung et al. (2017) including the use of attention checks, screening data,
excluding MTurkers who do not have certain qualifications, restricting recruitment to highreputation workers, and fairly compensating workers for their time. Further, I am confident that
my data are high quality because reliabilities for several constructs showed similar reliability to
what has been published (e.g., job insecurity, well-being, job search behaviors) or has exceeded
published reliability coefficients (e.g., employee voice), and these data replicated known effects
(e.g., in the case of the relationship between job insecurity and well-being).
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Finally, the present study employed a cross-sectional design, which does not allow for
conclusions regarding the causal nature of these relationships (Shadish et al., 2002). As such, the
antecedents and outcomes discussed in this paper reflect theoretical antecedents and theoretical
outcomes, because temporal precedence cannot be established in a cross-sectional design.
Therefore, the relationships found in the present study must be interpreted as covariates, and
future research should endeavor to leverage a longitudinal design.
Concluding Remarks
In conclusion, the present study drew from extant research and theory on precarious work
(Benach et al., 2014; Kalleberg, 2009) to suggest that aspects of precarious work are related to
perceptions of job insecurity (Shoss, 2017), and indirectly impact how workers respond to job
insecurity. Results showed that specific aspects of precarious work, such as vulnerability to
mistreatment and uncontracted work, are indirectly related to job search behaviors, employee
voice, employee well-being, and presenteeism. This study did not find support for a second-stage
moderation by age, which may be explained by the heterogeneity of “older workers'' as a
subpopulation. However, supplementary findings did suggest that there is some variability on the
basis of age. This suggests that there are some relevant age-related effects that were not captured
in this sample, for example due to oversampling older “haves” compared to “have nots”.
Together, this suggests that that older workers represent a heterogenous subgroup of workers,
and the variability in their experiences merits continued investigation. Future research should be
conducted to better understand older workers, with special regard for older workers in precarious
work conditions to better understand how these individuals experience work.
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Demographic Measures and Controls
1. What is your age?
a. (open response)
2. What is your gender identification?
a. Male
b. Female
c. Other (please specify)
3. Are you Hispanic or Latino?
a. Yes
b. No
4. Regardless of your response on the prior question, please indicate how you identify
yourself (select all that apply).
a. American Indian or Alaska Native
b. Asian
c. Black or African American
d. Middle Eastern or North African
e. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
f. White
5. On average, how many hours per week do you work?
a. (open response)
Self-rated health
1. In general, how would you rate your health?
a. Very good
b. Good
c. Neither good nor poor
d. Poor
e. Very poor
Financial Preparation for Retirement
1. How much have you thought about retirement?
2. Have you collected any information about preparing financially for retirement?
3. Have you thought about a date or the age at which you wish to retire?
a. If so, please provide the age you wish to retire at:
4. Have you thought about how long you expect to be retired for?
5. Have you thought about how much you will need to have saved by the time you retire so
you can live comfortably in retirement?
Response options.
A lot
Some
A little
Not at all
6. Have you attended any seminars or gone to any meetings on preparing financially for
retirement?

84

Response options.
More than two
Two
One
None
7. Have you discussed preparing financially for retirement with anyone?
Response options.
Yes, with a financial planner or accountant
Yes, with my family and/or friends
Only in passing, not in detail
Not at all
Employment Precariousness Scale (EMPRES; Vives et al., 2015)
Temporariness
1. How long have you been at your current job?
a. Less than 15 days
b. Between 15 and 30 days
c. Between 1 month and 3 months
d. Between 3 months and 6 months
e. Between 6 months and 1 year
f. Between 1 year and 5 years
g. More than 5 years
2. Do you currently work:
a. Part-time (e.g., less than 8 hours per day)
b. Full-time (e.g., 8 hours per day)
3. What type of employment contract do you have?
a. Indefinite or permanent
b. Interim contract
c. Temporary contract through the company (e.g., fixed term)
d. Temporary contract through a temporary employment agency
e. Self-employed
f. Internship / Training contract
g. Don’t know
h. No contract
Disempowerment
1. How do you settle your workplace schedule?
2. How do you settle your wages or salary?
Response options.
Mutual agreement (e.g., you work with your employer to decide this)
A third party agency decides (e.g., temporary work agency)
The company decides
The manager or boss decides
Don’t know
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Other (open response)
Vulnerability
With regard to the way that you are treated at work, please indicate the frequency with which
each of the following occurs…
1. You are able to request better working conditions without being exposed to retaliation?
2. You are defenseless toward unfair treatment by your supervisors?
3. You would be fired for not doing what you are asked to do?
4. You are treated in an authoritarian manner?
5. You are forced to work more hours than you were scheduled?
6. You are made to feel that you can be easily replaced?
7. You are treated in a discriminatory or unfair way?
Response options.
Always
Often
Frequently
Occasionally
Never
Wages
1. Does your current salary allow you to cover your basic needs?
2. Does your current salary allow you to cover unexpected expenses?
3. How much is your take home (net) monthly wage or salary?
a. Open response
Response options.
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
Rights
Of the following benefits, which do you have access to in your primary job?
1. Paid vacations
2. Pensions for old age or disability
3. Severance pay
4. Maternity / Paternity leave
5. Personal / Family leave
6. Unemployment pay
Response options.
Yes
No
Don’t know
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Exercise Rights
Please indicate how often you are able to do the following without obstacles from your work…
1. Take sick leave when you need to
2. Go to the doctor when you need to
3. Take vacations
4. Request a day off for personal reasons when needed
5. Request a day off for family reasons when needed
Response options.
Always
Often
Frequently
Occasionally
Never
The Job Insecurity Scale (Vander Elst et al., 2014)
Please answer the following questions using your primary job as a reference.
1. Chances are, I will soon lose my job.
2. I am sure I can keep my job.
3. I feel insecure about the future of my job.
4. I think I might lose my job in the near future.
Response options.
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
COVID-19 Items
1. Has your job security changed since January 2020?
2. Has your job security changed since the COVID-19 pandemic?
Response options.
To a great extent
To a moderate extent
To some extent
To a small extent
Not at all
3. How has COVID-19 impacted you or your working situation?
a. (open response, optional)
Job Search Behaviors (Blau, 1994)
Please indicate how many times you have engaged in the following behaviors within the last 6
months.
1. Read the help wanted/classified ads in a newspaper, journal, or professional association
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2.
3.
4.
5.

Prepared/revised your resume
Read a book or article about getting a job or changing jobs
Talked with friends or relatives about possible job leads
Spoke with previous employers or business acquaintances about their knowing of
potential job leads
6. Used current within-company resources (e.g., colleagues) to generate potential job leads
7. Listed yourself as a job applicant in a newspaper, journal, or professional association.
8. Sent out resumes to potential employers.
9. Filled out a job application
10. Had a job interview with a prospective employer
11. Contacted an employment agency, executive search form or state employment service.
12. Contacted a prospective employer.
Response options.
Never, 0 times
Rarely (1 or 2 times)
Occasionally (3-5 times)
Frequently (6-9 times)
Very frequently (at least 10 times)
Pursuit of Educational Behaviors
Are you engaged in any of the following? Select all that apply.
1. Pre-credentialing basic skills classes (e.g., to improve reading/writing skills or a high
school equivalency)
2. College or university programs leading to a degree
3. Vocational programs leading toward a diploma or certificate
4. Apprenticeship program
Presenteeism
1. Has it happened over the previous 6 months that you have gone to work despite feeling
that you should have taken sick leave due to your state of health?
a. No, never
b. Rarely (1-2 times)
c. Sometimes (3-4 times)
d. Occasionally (5+ times)
2. How many days did you go to work in the past 6 months even though you were sick or
not feeling well?
a. (open response)
Voice (Leck & Saunders, 1992)
Please indicate the extent to which you are able to do the following…
1. Discuss your suggestions and concerns with your boss
2. Discuss your suggestions and concerns with senior management
3. Say good things about the organization even when others criticize it
4. Voluntarily wear clothing (hat, jacket, pin, etc.) that bears your organization's symbol or
insignia
5. Say good things about your job even when others criticize it
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Response options.
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Agree
Strongly agree
Well-being (Van Katwyk et al., 2000)
Please check one response for each item that best indicates how often you've experienced each
emotion at work over the past 30 days.
1. My job made me feel angry.
2. My job made me feel anxious.
3. My job made me feel at ease.
4. My job made me feel bored.
5. My job made me feel calm.
6. My job made me feel content.
7. My job made me feel depressed.
8. My job made me feel discouraged.
9. My job made me feel disgusted.
10. My job made me feel ecstatic.
11. My job made me feel energetic.
12. My job made me feel enthusiastic.
13. My job made me feel excited.
14. My job made me feel fatigued.
15. My job made me feel frightened.
16. My job made me feel furious.
17. My job made me feel gloomy.
18. My job made me feel inspired.
19. My job made me feel relaxed.
20. My job made me feel satisfied.
Response options.
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Quite often
Extremely often
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